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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mr. Justice Currry held a long sitting on Wednesday last, and 
did not rise until after 7.30 p.m. By that time he had not quite 
completed the hearing of a list of some thirty-eight matters. 











We print elsewhere an order of transfer of seventy witness and 
non-witness actions from the list of Mr. Justice Pzarson to that of 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon ; and of seventy witness actiens from the 
list of Mr. Justice Currry to that of Mr. Justice Norrm for the 
purpose of trial or hearing only. 





Next Frmay, the 17th inst., is the last day upon which ap- 
plications for conversion of Government 3 per cent. Stock into 23 
or 24 per cent. Stock can, under existing Treasury arrangements, 
made by authority of the National Debt (Conversion of Stock) 
Act, 1884, be received. By those arrangements, a copy of which 
was sent to each stockholder, the 23 per cents. can be taken in ex- 
change at 102, and the 24 per cents. at 108, these being the 
maximum rates authorized by the 2nd section of the Act. Stock- 
holders should bear in mind that less, but not higher, terms can 
be offered to them after the 17th inst., and also that the power of 
offering such terms runs until the expiration of two years after 
the passing of the Act—that is, until the 3rd of July, 1886. The 
Bank of England has issued more than one notice to stockholders 
pointing out the effect of the Act, and also the terms upon which 
the redemption of the existing Stocks may be effected. We may 
state shortly that 3 per cent. Consols and 3 per cent. Reduced are 
redeemable at any time, on one year’s notice, by payments of not 
less than £500,000 at one time, ‘‘tm manner directed by 
any Act to be passed,” and that New Three per Cents. are 
redeemable “at any time after the 10th of October, 1874” 
—whatever that may mean. It is argued by “Inner Temple” 
in the Times that the last-mentioned stock can be paid off in 
parcels, and after little, if any, notice, but it is alleged by a 
“Broker of 80 Years’ Standing” that this ‘does not agree 
with Mr. Curmprrs’ Conversion Speech.” On reference to the 
speech in question in the ‘‘ Parliamentary Record,” all we can find 
bearing on the point is that ‘the right hon. gentleman intimated 
that, in event of the conversion not being voluntarily made te any 
adequate extent, it would be compulsorily, though gradually, 
effected.” It is needless to point out that neither Mr. Curprrs 
nor any other Minister can give a binding opinion upon this point 
of law, and for ourselves we have searched in vain for any statute 
fixing a notice for redemption of New Threes, or obliging them to 
be redeemed all at once. Such statuté law as we can discover 
points pretty plainly in a contrary direction, and the legal position 
of the holders of New Threes is at any rate so uncertain that it 
would be desirable that, if Mr. Curtpers made the statement im- 
puted to him, he should either produce an authority for it, if he 
can, or procure the passing of an Act of Parliament putting the 
— of the holders of New Threes on a definite and satisfactory 
ooting. ; 





A potnr of great importance upon the construction of the Act, 31 
& 32 Vict. c. 116 (Russell Gurney’s Act), “to amend the law re- 
lating to larceny and embezzlement,” has been recently decided 
by the Recorder of Manchester at the Manchester City Sessions. 
Two persons had entered into partnership as wine and spirit mer- 
chants, and one of them having drawn money out of the partner- 


P account ata bank without the knowledge of the other, had 





urposes. He was 
cted for embezzlement, and also for larceny, under Russell 
Gurney’s Act; but the recorder ruled that that Act did not apply, 


expended the money so received for his own p 
indi 


and directed an acquittal. The words of the Act are, that “if any 
-person, being a member of any co-partnership,. or being one of two 
or more beneficial owners of any money, goods, effects, bills, notes, 
securities, or other property, shall steal or embezzle any such money 
’ or other property of or belonging to any such co-partner- 
ship or to such joint beneficial owners, every such person shall be 
liable to be dealt with, tried, convicted, and punished for the 
same as if such person had not been or was not a member of such 
co-partnership, or one of such beneficial owners.” The ground of 
the recorder’s ruling is reported to have been that, inasmuch 
as the Act was intended to meet cases of collectors of friendly 
societies, or co-operative societies in which the collector who was 
clearly a servant was also a partner, it could not be extended 
to cases where the er was clearly not a servant. 
The origin of the Act is undoubted; but after careful 
consideration of its provisions we fail to see such limitation 
of its scope as respects larceny. The scope is expressed in 
very clear terms, as might have been expected in a statute 
penned by the late Mr. Russert Gurxey; and not only is the 
statute itself clear, but there is, at least, one case upon it in which 
the point might have heen taken, but was not. In Reg. Vv. 
Butterworth (12 Cox. C. C. 132)—in which the question was 
whether the word “ feloniously ” ought to have been introduced in 
the indictment, and the court held that ‘“‘the point was really 
not arguable,” and affirmed a conviction under the statute—the 
prisoner was a member of a certain co-partnership of waste 
dealers,” a ‘‘bond fide trading ip constituted by agree- 
ment” between the prisoner and another person, nor is there any 
suggestion that the prisoner’s functions had been in any way those 
of aservant. Reg. v. Rudge, too (13 Cox. C. C. 17), though not 
in point, shows that the court is inclined to take a severe view of 
the statute. 





A CORRESPONDENT, to whom our readers have from time to time 
been indebted for many valuable suggestions on conveyancing matters, 
sends us an admirable letter, which we print elsewhere, on the 
decision in Jn re Flower and the Metropolitan Board of Works (32 
W. R. 1011), to which we drew attention last week. The descrip- 
tion he gives of the inconvenience whieh will result if the prac- 
tice contended for by the Metropolitan Board of Works is to be 
universally adopted, is no fancy one. We hear already of loud 
complaints by certain banks of the prevalence of requests for the 
opening of what are called ‘‘ten minutes’ accounts ”—that is to 
say, the payment of sums in to the account of trustees, which 
sums are immediately withdrawn. It is obvious that the banks 
will not be disposed to incur the trouble of these farcical accounts, 
and, if possible, some mode will have to be devised for evading the 
rules laid down in Jn re Bellamy and in In re Flower. The mode 
suggested by our correspondent—viz., that trustees should 
give an authority to the payer to pay money to their joint 
account at their solicitor’s bank, and should, at the same 
time, give an authority to the bank to place the money, not to 
their credit, but to that of their solicitor, is simple and ingenious, 
It is probably based on some such considerations as these. If the 
payer of trust-money goes with the money to the bank named in 


| the authority given by the trustees, and says, ‘‘I wish to pay this 


money to the joint account of A. B. and C. D.,” and the banker 
receives the money and gives a receipt for it as paid to their joint 
account, that is all that is necessary to discharge the payer. He 
has no notice that the trustees have directed the banker not to 
place it to the credit of their joint account, but to carry it to the 
credit of their solicitor’s account, and he cannot be bound to see 
to the entries in the books of the bank. There is great force in 
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this contention ; but, nevertheless, we do not feel satisfied that the 
device is one which can be recommended for general adoption. Its 
validity depends entirely on the payer’s having no knowledge that 
the trust-money is not actually placed to the joint account of the 
trustees, and this seems to open up a possibility of awkward ques- 
tions in case the validity of the payment should be afterwards con- 
tested by the cestuis que trust. Purchasers from trustees will probably 
think it prudent to ascertain that an account is actually to be opened 
in the names of the trustees. We do not mean to express a decided 
opinion against our correspondent’s suggestion, but, as he intimates, 
it would be desirable that it should undergo discussion before it is 
generally adopted. His remark that the subject is worthy of the 
attention of the approaching provincial meeting of the Incor- 
porated Law Society is one with which we thoroughly 
agree; but, unfortunately, the topics which are discussed 
at these gatherings are not always those which most 
keenly affect the profession. Would it not be worth consideration 
whether the Council should not appoint two or three special ques- 
tions for discussion at each meeting ? 





Mr. Wotsrrxnotme’s clause, to which our correspondent ‘‘H.” 
refers, which provides, inter alia, that ‘‘the trustees or trustee 
for the time being may, in their or his uncontrolled discretion, 
instead of acting personally, employ and pay a solicitor or any other 
person to transact any business or do any act of whatever nature 
required to be done in the premises, including the receipt- and 
payment of money,” is, we believe, being extensively adopted in 

ice, and no doubt its adoption will, as time goes on, largely 
remove the difficulty caused by the decision in Jn re Bellamy. 
But it is to be observed that it does not, in terms, authorize 
trustees to employ one of themselves; and the words “employ 
and pay” seem rather to exclude from ‘‘any other person” the 
meaning of “‘ one of the trustees.” Ifthe grounds of Mr. Justice 
Kay’s decision in In re Flower are to be taken to be the law, the 
clause will require to be amended. 





Wr ake Gtap to find, from a letter from the Board of Trade 
which a correspondent has kindly sent us, that that Board do not 
think it their duty to prosecute shopkeepers for using the Royal 
Arms, “unless in cases where the user of the Royal Arms is pro- 
ductive of mischief to the public.” It is, indeed, impossible to 
see how, having regard to the terms of section 106 of the Patents 
Act, 1883, a prosecution could be successful unless that con- 
dition existed. But the object of the authorities appears to be, by 
such cases as that to which our correspondent refers, and by the 
recent circular to the town clerks, to frighten shopkeepers into 
removing from their premises everything which might possibly be 
construed as a semblance of Royal authority, and so to accomplish 
a result which they have no power to compel. If this is not the 
intention, why has not the letter sent to our correspondent been 
published by the Board to quiet the apprehensions of traders ? 








The list of appeals set down for hearing by the House of Lords duri 
the ensuing session contains the names of eleven causes only, of whic 
nine are and two are Scotch appeals. It is not expected that their 


— commence the hearing of these cases until the earl of 
November next. rom 


and the trial of prisoners at each place will not be commenced until 

the morning. 

The special committee of the Liverpool City Council, appoin 
consider the the applications for regstrarship 
in that city, met on Saturday week, Mr. A. B. ) Netw presiding. There 
were oriyinally fifty applicants for the office, the salary attaching to which 
is £500 per annum. number lications was reduced to three— 
viz., Mr. Henry Hodgson Bremner, ieanien, Liverpool ; Mr. L. Williams, 

: , Liverpool; and Mr. Arthur Hailstone, solicitor, Bradford. 
After careful consideration, the committee decided to recommend to the 
council to appoint Mr. Bremner to the office. 
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THE NEW JUDICATURE ACT. 


Atrsoven the clauses limiting the right of appeal were proper} 
excised from the Judicature Act, 1884, during its passage throug 
Parliament, it contains several enactments of considerable import- 
ance amongst its twenty-four sections. We propose to notice these 
in their order. ; 

The first calling for comment is the 4th section, by which a 
divisional court of the Queen’s Bench Division may be constituted 
of more than two judges if the President of the said division, with 
the concurrence of not less than two other judges thereof, “‘ shall be of 
opinion that it is expedient so to constitute the same.” Some 
alteration of the old law, by which the concurrence of a majority 
of fifteen judges had become necessary by the operation of the 
fusing of the Exchequer and Common Pleas with the Queen’s 
Bench Division was plainly desirable, but we had hoped to see that 
alteration accompanied by some directory words pointing to the 
character of cases for which an extra strong court might be con- 
stituted. As is well known, the provisions of the old law have 
heen employed for the purpose (see Saunders v. Richardson, L. R. 
7 Q. B. D. 388) of giving an indirect appeal where the Legislature 
has not thought proper to give adirect one. By the present enact- 
ment the Legislature must, we think, be taken to have given a 
kind of indirect sanction to the clumsy expedient adopted in 
Saunders v. Richardson. It would, as we have pointed out before, 
have been more satisfactory if an appeal to the Court of Appeal 
had been given in the class of cases represented by Saunders v. 
Richardson. 

The 7th section is of great and unexpected consequence, for it 
formed no part of the Government Bill, but was inserted in Com- 
mittee of the House of Commons on the motion of Mr. G. W. 
Hastings. It is as follows :— 


“‘ Judges of county courts shall have every qualification conferred on 


her Majesty’s counsel learned in the law by the Act of the thirteenth and | 


fourteenth Victoria, chapter twenty-five.” 
Perhaps one per cent. of the members present when this clause 
was inserted would know the meaning of it, and perhaps not 


a large number of the whole legal profession will know when they . 


read it that it empowers any county court judge to be placed on 4 
commission of assize ‘‘for the dispatch of either civil or criminal 
business” of whatever magnitude and importance. Such is the 
undoubted effect of the section, as read with the little-known 13 & 
14 Vict. c. 25, which, in 1850, empowered Queen’s Counsel and 
barristers having patents of precedence to be placed on assize com- 
missions. Whether it be wise or not to allow county court judges 
to act on circuit as judges of the High Court, we will not here 
discuss. It is sufficient to call attention to the section, and to 
protest against important changes in the law being made in words 
which convey no meaning whatever even to many lawyers. 

The 8th section gives an appeal from an award upon a compul- 
sory reference, applying, for the purposes of such appeal, the 45th 
section of the Act of 1873 (which, see Crush v. Turner, 26 W. i. 
673, L. R. 3 Ex. D. 305, gives a further appeal to the Court of 
Appeal by leave); and has been, we imagine, inserted for the pur- 
pose of bolstering up R. 8S. C., ord. 59, r. 3, which we have long 
suspected as being ul/ra vires. Whatever rules of court can do, 
they can neither give nor take away a right of appeal. , 

The 9th section at last, but to a certain extent only, deals with 
the long-standing difficulties disclosed by Pontifea v. Severn, 
Longman vy. East, and Mellin v. Monico (26 W. R. 80, L: B 
3 C. P. D. 142). It was decided in those cases (inter alia), by 
the Court of Appeal, that a referee had no power to enter judg- 
ment, so that your official referee came to be described as a gentle- 
man to whom you do not refer. Itis now provided as follows :— 

‘In any causeor matter (other than a criminal g by the Crown), 
- + . in which all parties who are under no bility consent thereto, 
the court or a judge may at any time, on such termssas may be tho 
proper, order the whole cause or matter to be tried before an official referee, 
who shall have power to direct in what manner the indenent of the court 
shall be entered, and to exercise the same discretion as to costs as the 
court or judge could have exercised.”’ 

It will be observed (1) that a whole cause may now be referred; 
(2) that the referee may enter judgment ; but (3) that, unless the 
parties consent, this wholesome amendment has no operation. 4! 
10th and 11th sections still further extend the powers and duties 
of official referees, the 10th section enacting that in all cases i= 
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which, under sections 3, 6, or 12 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, a court or judge may direct any matter to be ascer- 
tained by an arbitrator or master, such court or judge may direct 
such matter to be ascertained by an official referee; and the 11th 
section enacting that parties, without the intervention of the court, 
and by simple agreement of reference, may agree that any exist- 
ing or future differences may be referred to an official referee, and 
thereupon ‘it shall be the duty of any one of the official referees, 
to whom application shall be made for the purpose, to hear and 
determine any difference so agreed to be referred.” It will be 
observed that while the 10th section may be made obligatory upon 
the parties at the discretion of the court or judge, the 11th section 
can only come into operation by consent. If the 11th section 
should be largely put in force, it will soon become necessary to in- 
crease the number of official referees ; but so great is the prefer- 
ence of parties for a particular arbitrator selected by themiselves, 
that we greatly doubt whether this well-meant provision will be 
largely made use of. The assimilation of the duties of masters 
and official referees, however, and the assimilation of the powers 
of the Judicature Acts to those of the Common Law Procedure Acts, 
will, we think, command the approval of the profession. 

The 13th section deals with applications to chambers in matters 
assigned to the Chancery Division, and provides that section 16 of 
18 & 19 Vict. c. 134 (whereby business to be disposed of in 
chambers ‘“‘shall comprise such of the matters in respect of 
which the Court of Chancery is empowered to make orders in a 
summary way 2s the Lord Chancellor with the advice and assist- 
ance of the Master of the Rolls and the Vice-Chancellors, or an 
two of them, may by general order direct’), shall ‘“ extend to 
applications under any Act of Parliament heretofore passed or 
hereafter to be passed [of course this cannot bind future Parlia- 
ments] under which the High Court or a judge is empowered to 
make orders in a summary way. Inasmuch as the Rules of Court 
at present dealing with this matter (ord. 55, r. 2) are not quite 
clear or satisfactory, perhaps this section may Jead up to some new 
rules, and it has been more than once rumoured that the powers 
that be have it in contemplation to harmonize the present conflict- 
ing practice in the chancery chambers under which most of the 
learned judges decline to hear counsel. 

The 14th section is a very useful one, perhaps suggested by 
the remarkable case of Jn re Sampson and Pall (382 W. R. 617; 
see ante, p. 543). It enacts that when any person neglects or 
refuses to comply with an order “directing him to execute any 
conveyance, contract, or other document, or to indorse any nego- 
tiable instrument,” the court may order that such conveyance, &c., 
“shall be executed, or that such negotiable instrument shall be 
indorsed by such person as the court may nominate for that pur- 
pose,” in which case the conveyance, &c., or negotiable instrument 
is to operate as if had been executed or indorsed by the person 
originally directed to execute or indorse it. The section strikes us 
a little incomplete in not adding some directions as to the manner 
in which the substituted execution or indorsement is to be denoted 
as a substituted one. Great care will be n in indorsing a 
bill of exchange, and, looking to section 26 of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, the party indorsing must add words to show clearly 
that he indorses in a representative capacity. 

By section 15, proceedings in guo warranto are to be deemed 
civil, so that in these proceedings there will now be an appeal 
from the High Court to the Court of Appeal under section 19 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, and a further appeal from the Court of 
Appeal to the House of Lords under section 3 of the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876. The occasional importance of these pro- 
ceedings may render an appeal sometimes desirable, but we cannot 
but think that the advantage will be more than counterbalanced 
by the disadvantage of delay. A quo warrantoed councillor, it 
must be remembered, is not only himself the sufferer by such 
proceédings, which, as long as they continue, may more or less 
disarrange the whole municipal business of a town. 

Section 17 is important, and may give rise to considerable 
difficulties. It provides that interpleader proceedings may be 
transferred to a county court, where the matter in dispute does 
not exceed £500, if it shall appear to the court or a-judge that 
the trial “may be more conveniently” held in a county court. 
The county court is to be any court “in which an action or pro- 
ceeding might have been brought by any one or more of the parties 
to such interpleader against the others or other of them, if there 








had been a trust to be executed concerning the matter in ques- 
tion.” To find out what court may act, reference must be had gto 
the complicated provisions of section 10 of the County Court Act, 
1865, and it is a misfortune that the power of transfer has not 
been given in terms more simple and easy to follow. However. 
the jurisdiction to transfer is purely discretionary, and we greatly 
doubt whether it will be much exercised against the consent of 
the parties. Section 18 also extends the jurisdiction of county 
courts, and, indeed, of all inferior courts, by a set of provisions as 
to jurisdiction in counter-claims, the most important of which is 
that the jurisdiction is not to be excluded “by reason that the 
counter-claim is for an amount exceeding the jurisdiction, pro- 
vided that the plaintiff does not object in writing, within such 
time as may be prescribed by any rules, to the court giving relief 
exceeding that which the court would have had jurisdiction to 
administer prior to the commencement of this Act ”—a fair and 
reasonable enactment. The “any rules” is a little ambiguous, 
but we think it reasonably clear that County Court Rules, and not 
Rules of the Supreme Court, are intended. Sections 23 and 24 
give power to the Rule Committee to make rules as to appeals 
from inferior courts, and provide that all rules regulating the pro- 
cedure of inferior courts are to be subject to the concurrence of the 
Rule Committee of the Supreme Court—a provision obviously and 
properly directed to rendering the procedure of inferior courts and 
of the Sisecias Court as uniform as practicable. 

Section 19, which is a little out of its place, deals with the 
vexed question of judicial patronage, and enacts that the power of 
filling any vacancy in the office of master of the Supreme Court, 
‘¢ shall be vested in the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, and the Master of the Rolls in rotation, or in such order 
or manner as they fhe geen among themselves may deter- 
mine ”’—that is, in t personages, of whom two, unless they 
should happen to be peers, cannot be put to public question in 
case of a job. 








COVENANT TO PAY TAXES. 
IV. 


Covenant to pay Duties—The word “duties” is of somewhat 
ambiguous signification. It may mean either a money payment to 
be made, or an act to be performed. If the former meaning is to 
be attached to it, then, it would seem, on the analogy of the 
decisions relating to ‘assessments and impositions,” that, when it 
is associated with other words referring to ordinary rates and 
taxes, the ejusdem generis doctrine would be applicable, and the 
money payment would be considered as referring to a periodical 
yment in the nature of a tax. This was the construction adopted 
by Brett, L.J., the dissentient judge in Budd v. Marshall (L. R. 
5 C. P. D. 481). On the other hand, the court, in Thompson v. 
Lapworth (16 W. R. 312, L. R. 3 C. P. 149), while reading 
the word ‘‘duties” in the tenant’s covenant to pay all tazes, 
‘rates, duties, and assessments which, during the continuance of the 
demise, should be taxed, assessed, or ¢ on the tenant or 
landlord of the premises demised ia respect thereof, as referring to 
money payments (see L. R. 3 C. P. 157, 161), refused to apply 
the ejusdem generis doctrine (although Willes, J., described the 
argument that it ought to be applied as “‘a strong and a captivi- 
tating one”’), on the ground that the construction of the covenant 
was settled by the decisions in v. Burridge (12 M. & W. 
727) and Sweet v. Seager (2 C. B. N. 8. 119). It is unfortunate 
that, in neither of the last-mentioned cases, is any stress laid 
on, or interpretation given of, the word “duties” which occurred 
in the covenant by the tenant in each of those cases; and 
even in Thompson v. Lapworth it is not very clear whether the 
court relied on the word ‘‘ duties” or on the words “ assessments 
assessed on the landlord.” In Budd v. Marshall (ubi sup.), how- 
ever, Bramwell, L.J., read the word “duties” as ing to acts 
to be done. Thus he says (L. R. 5 C. P. D., at p. 486), “ The 
tenant is to bear, pay, and discharge ‘all taxes, rates, duties, an 
assessments’; why should not that include the duty of making 
good the defective drainage? . . . It has been said that this 
covenant is applicable only to rates and taxes and 
similar kind, I think that a sufficient answer to to 
found in the circumstance that the word ‘duties’ itself is used.” 








804 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








If this is the correct interpretation of the word, it is inapplicable 
to periodical money payments, such as rates and taxes, and a sub- 
stantial reason is afforded for the non-application of the ejusdem 
generis doctrine to the word. But at present all that can be said 
is that in no case in which the word ‘‘duties” has occurred in a 
covenant, in conjunction with other words referring to payments in 
the nature of taxes, has the meaning of the word been restricted 
to periodical money payments. In Payne v. Burridge and 
Sweet v. Seager a covenant to pay “‘ duties,”’ without any reference 
to duties imposed on the landlord, was held to include the costs 
of works done by local authorities, which costs were, by the 
statutes under which the works were done, ultimately imposed on 
the landlord. In Thompson v. Lapworth and Budd v. Marshall, 
however, there were express words in the covenant relating to 
duties imposed on the landlord. 

Covenant to pay Outgoings.—A somewhat extensive interpretation 
has been given to the word “outgoings.” It will include tithe 
rent-charge and land tax (Parish v. Sleeman, 1 De G. F. & J. 
326; see also Jeffery v. Neale, L. R. 6 C. P., at p. 243); and, 
under a covenant by a tenant to pay ‘‘all outgoings whatsoever, 
rates, taxes, scots, ¥c., whether parochial or parliamentary” the 
tenant has been held bound to pay an extraordinary assessment 
made by commissioners of sewers for a work of permanent benefit to 
the land (Waller v. Andrews, 3 M. & W. 312; see the observation 
of Parke, B., in Palmer v. Earith, 14 M. & W., at p. 429). And 
it has been held that, under a covenant by a tenant to bear, pay, 
and discharge the sewers rate, tithes, rent-charge in lieu of tithes, 
and all other taxes, rates, assessments, and outgoings whatsoever 
. charged, assessed, or imposed upon the demised premises, 
or upon the landlord or tenant in respect thereof, the tenant was 
bound to pay the expense of making a drain which, under 29 & 30 
Vict. c. 90, s. 10, the landlord might have been required by the 
sewer authority to make, but which the sewer authority had re- 
quired the tenant to make. In Midgley v. Coppock (28 W. R. 
161, L. R. 4 Ex. D. 309) an agreement by a vendor to discharge 
all rates, taxes, and outgoings up to the time of completion, was 
held to include a sum apportioned for the cost of improvements in 
a street effected by a corporation under a local Act. It will be 
observed that in the only modern case decided between landlord 
and tenant as to the construction of the word ‘‘ outgoings,”’ there 
were express words relating to outgoings imposed on the landlord. 

This completes our examination of the meaning attached by the 
courts to particular words contained in covenants to pay taxes; 
but, before we proceed to sum up the results of our investigation, 
and to consider their effect upon the practical question of the 
words which should be used in the covenant to pay taxes, there 
are one or two matters which should be investigated. ‘The first of 
these is the 

Ei fect of a Covenant to pay Rent without Deduction.—This is a 
question which has never, so far as we know, been much considered, 
and on which the views of judges appear to have varied very 
considerably. In some cases it appears to have been thought that 
a reservation of rent without any deduction, or a covenant by a 
tenant to pay rent without any deduction, showed an intention that 
all outgoings should be thrown on the tenant; that the landlord 
should receive a certain rent, and should be free from all outgoings 
in respect of the demised premises. Thus, in the early case of 
Barrett v. Bedford (8 T. R., at p. 605), the court based their 
decision, throwing the expense of rebuilding a party-wall on the 
tenant, mainly on the proviso at the end of the covenant by the 
tenant to pay taxes—“ it being the intent of these presents that 
the landlord should receive” the rent ‘‘ without any deduction or 
allowance out of the same”—a proviso which does not seem 
materially to differ from the ordinary covenant to pay rent without 
deduction. And in Sweet v. Seager (2 C. B. N. 8. 119), great 
stress was laid by the court on the intention shown by the tenant’s 
covenant, to pay rent ‘‘ without any deduction whatsoever in 
respect of any taxes, rates, assessments, impositions, or any 
other matter or thing,” that the lessor “should receive a 
certain sum wholly independent of any taxes or assess- 
ments of any description or upon any account” (see p. 133). 
In Crosse v. Law (23 W. R. 6, L. R. 9 Ex., at p. 213), Pollock, 

‘B., bases his decision partly upon the covenant by the tenant to 
pay the rent reserved “free and clear of and from all rates, taxes, 
charges, assessments, and deductions whatsoever.” .‘ It is certain,” 
he says, ‘that the general scope and intent of the covenant and 


the reservation was, that the landlord should get the rent clear of 
all charges whatsoever.” In Rawlins v. Briggs (27 W. R. 138, 
L. R. 8 C. P. D., at p. 371), again, Lindley, J., refers to the 
tenant’s sovenant to pay the rent “without any deduction or 
abatement,” and says it is “‘ material, as throwing light upon the 
next covenant’’ 4° pay taxes]. And in Hartley v. Hudson 
(L. R. 4 C. P. D. 367), the same learned judge states, in his 
judgment, the tenant’s covenant to pay rent “free from taxes, 
rates, charges, deductions, and impositions whatsoever,” but does 
not afterwards refer to it. 

On the other hand, there are many cases in which no importance 
appears to have been attached to the reservation of rent without 
deduction, or to the covenant by the tenant to pay rent without 
deduction. Thus, in Payne vy. Burridge (12 M. & W. 727), 
the decision in favour of the landlord does not seem to have 
been based on the covenant by the tenant to payment without 
any deduction; nor was a similar covenant noticed in the 
judgment in Lockwood v. Wilson (22 W. R. 919), nor in 
Budd vy. Marshall, (L. R. 5 C. P. D. 481). In Jeffrey ¥, 
Neale (L. R. 6 C. P. 240) the court expressly declined to decide 
upon the effect of a reservation of rent ‘‘ without any deduction or 
abatement whatsoever,’’ except in respect of certain taxes which 
were to be paid by the landlord; the rent having been actually 
paid without deduction ; but as the court decided that the tenant’s 
covenant to pay ‘‘all taxes and assessments whatsoever for or in 
respect of the demised premises,” except the taxes agreed to be 
paid by the lessor, did not extent to tithe rent-charge, it is obvious 
that they did not regard the reservation of rent without deduction 
as showing an intention that all outgoings should be paid by 
the tenant. On the whole, however, it may probably be concluded 
that a covenant by the tenant to pay rent without any deduction, 
though not conclusive, tends to strengthen any intention which 
may be gathered from the covenant to pay taxes, that the tenant 
shall bear all outgoings. 

Effect of Exceptions from the Tenant's Covenant to pay Taxes.—A 
curious doctrine was laid down in Jeffrey v. Neale (L. R. 6 C. P,, 
at p. 242). In his judgment in that case Bovill, C.J., says, ‘‘ Cer 
tain ordinary landlord’s taxes are specifically excepted from the 
covenant | by the tenant to pay taxes]. Tithe rent-charge, which 
is a charge that falls on the landlord, is not specifically referred to. 
Thus, we find a lease which expressly deals with certain usual 
landlord’s taxes, throwing them on the lessor, and makes no men- 
tion whatever of tithe rent-charge. It appears to me that it 
would be doing violence to the terms of such an instrument to hold 
that tithe rent-charge was intended to be included in the terms of 
it.”” And Byles, J. (p. 243), says that ‘‘ the exception helps the con- 
struction which I should, without it, have been prepared to put 
upon the words [in the tenant’s covenant to pay taxes] ‘taxes and 
assessments ’—viz., that they do not include tithe rent-charge.” 
The reasoning on which these learned judges appear to have 
founded their conclusions is certainly remarkable. The exception 
of taxes not to be paid by the tenant did not mention tithe rent- 
charge ; therefore tithe rent-charge was not to be paid by the ten- 
ant! In Lockwood vy. Wilson (22 W. R. 919) the omission of tithe 
rent-charge from the exception in the tenant’s covenant was used 
by the court (if we may venture to say so) somewhat more ration- 
ally, as showing that it was intended to be paid by the tenant. 
‘The special exception of property tax [in the tenant’s covenant 
to pay taxes ],” they said, “showed that no other burden was to 
be borne by the landlord. On the other hand, in Hartley v. Hud- 
son (L. R. 4 C. P. D. 367) and Wilkinson v. Collyer (32 W. B 
614), and many other cases, no attention has been paid to the ex- 
ceptions from the tenant’s covenant to pay taxes; and we do not 
think that any importance can be attached to them as helping the 
construction of the rest of that covenant. 








The following arrangements have been made by the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench Division for transacting the ess of their courts 
during the ensuing Michaelmas sittings—viz., Three courts will sit # 
Banco, the first of which will consist of Huddleston, B., and Stephen and 
Cave, JJ. ; the second will be formed of Pollock, B., and Hawkins 

A. L. Smith, JJ.; and the third will be composed of Mathew and Day, 
JJ. Six courte will sit to try cases with and without juries, the j 
who will hear them being Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Denman, 








Manisty, Lopes, and Wills, JJ. Grove, J., will be the judge in attend- 
ance at chambers during the sittings. | ~ 


Oct. 11, 1884 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


PAYMENT OF PURCHASE-MONEY TO TRUSTEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—The decisions of the Court of Ap in In re Bellamy and 
The Metropolitan Board of Works, and o . sustice Kay in In re 
Flower and The Metropolitan Board of Works, to which you call atten- 
tion in last week’s issue, illustrate the manner in which a good deal of 
English law has been, and still is, made, much to the inconvenience 
of some of the people who are concerned in the administration of it. 

In their anxiety to protect cme who were not very well able, 
and in many cases wholly unable, to protect themselves, the judges 
of the old Court of Chancery established a series of rules, admirable 
in theory, but which proved so inconvenient ct pe eae that the 
ingenuity of draftsmen rapidly discovered a m of escaping from 
the consequences of the doctrines so elaborately conlaher. Such, 


for example, was the principle that an rson. ying money to 
trustees was responsible in pes reli cases Yor its dus axpiiation ; fs 
of which sprung the common form of trustees’ receipt clauses. 
Again, the efforts of the equity judges to make trustees sureties for 
each other, and for their agents and employés, gave rise to the 
trustees’ indemnity clauses, elaborated more and more, as decision 
after decision suggested improvements ; and these are but instances 
which — y be multiplied. 

When the habit of inserting such clauses had become so universal 
that the provisions themselves were known as common forms, 
and lithographed by the ream for the convenience of conveyancers, 
the Legislature at last intervened, and at the instance of one of the 
most eminent judges who ever sat in chancery, amended the law so 
as to render the common forms to which I have alluded unnecessary, 
by making the receipt of trustees a sufficient discharge to purchasers 
and mortgagees, and giving to trustees a statutory indemnity similar 
to that usually provided by instruments creating a trust. 

The same process will have, in all probability, to be gone through 
with reference to the questions sub lite in the two cases of Bellamy and 
The Metropolitan Board and Flower and The Metropolitan Board, and, 
indeed, if I may use such a term, this process has already advanced 
a stage or two. 

Before the decision in Bellamy’s case it was, I believe, the eral 
opinion of both branches of the profession that trustees, like absolute 
owners, could give to their solicitors authority to receive-purchase- 
moneys, and that after the ing of the Conveyancing Act the pro- 
duction of the purchase deed duly executed was sufficient evidence of 
such authority, and certainly the dictum in the last edition of Mr. 
Lewin’s work on Trusts spgorter such opinion. It is true the soli- 
citors for the Metropolitan Board of Works adopted a different prac- 
tice; but I believe they stood almost alone. e recent decisions 
will, I take it, oblige the profession to insist on some such precaution 
when paying moneys to trustees as that successfully contended for by 
the board; but what will be the ultimate result of the two cases 
which render such precautions neces P 

Already the Council of the Incorporated Law Society have circu- 
lated among members of the society a clause settled by an eminent 
conyeyancer, which they recommend for adoption and insertion in 
all instruments creating trusts, It empowers trustees to, among 


| other things, employ a solicitor or other person to do any act in- 


cluding the receipt of money. To what extent this form will be 
ow not. I have inserted it with, some slight alterations, 
in every instrument I have prepared since I received it. By and bye, 
if it comes into _— use, it will receive a judicial construction, 
will be amended and extended to meet judicial criticism, and ulti- 
mately the effect of it will be embodied in an Act of Parliament. 

But in the meantime, what are we to do? and what practice are 
we to follow when completing purchases from trustees? If the 
practice of requiring the purchase-monoy to be paid into a bank in 
the names of all the trustees is to be universal, it will either cause no 
small trouble and expense, or will degenerate into a farce. Then, 
again, is it to be adopted only when money is paid to trustees as such, 
or must it also be followed where no trust being actually disclosed, 
the purchaser, or his solicitor, is perfectly well aware that the 
receiving the money are in fact trustees, as in the case of money 
being paid to joint Sortgngees, especially where the purchaser has 
express notice, as is frequently the case, that the mortgage-money is 
Parustoce d ge I k banking 

© not always keep a separate ing account; it ma: 
be said they ought to do so, but in many cases a tents bas toes 
wound up save in respect of some small properties remaining unsold, 
and many instances will occur to every solicitor in large practice in 
which the keeping of a separate account for a particular trust would 
be a needless trouble and expense. If the practice contended for by 
the Metropolitan Board is to be universally adopted, the annoy- 
ance and expense of getting tempo accounts opened will, 


- rary I | freehold property from their manager, and 
= heed sure, be too considerable to be patiently endured, and will | safe to’ which he 
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trustees had no banking account, the course I 
address an authority by the trustees to the executors to 
legacy to their account at the —— Bank (my own bankers), 


oe 
FFE 


same time, I took from the trustees a Lee ~pse vemny 6 

bank desiring him, on receipt of the money, to place it, not to 
their credit, but to the credit of my account. This seems a simple 
way of getting over the difficulty, where trustees desire, as is the 
case nine times out of ten, purchase-money shall be to 


their solicitor. 
I would not ask you to find room for so lengthy a letter, 
that the matter is one of pees Baerpin eo to the profession. 
,w 


purchase-m to them or 
and, if magled to do pe sine him responsible, should the 
authorized to receive it misappropriate it, 


mingham than this? Is it not one on which some opinions may 
well be expressed and some resolution come to then ? H. 
Hereford, October 6, 





ROYAL ARMS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I had occasion, shortly after the ‘Gazette notice referred 
to in your paragraph in this week’s issue, to a ply to the Lord 
Steward in order to ascertain if the simple user of the oyal Arms as 
an ornament on the shop front and bill heads of a client, without any 
words ‘‘ By Appointment,” or other similar words, would render the 
client liable to the penalty clause of the last Patents Act. In reply, 
I received the lithographed letters which I herewith enclose, showing 
that my client was safe from any prosecution. 

In the case on which I imagine your remarks are based, the parties, 
beside using the Royal Arms, described themselves as ‘‘ Photogra- 
phers to the Queen,” possibly without due authority. 

29, Mark-lane, London, E.C., Oct. 8. T. PALLISTER YOUNG. 


[The following are the letters referred to by our correspondent :— 


Board of Trade (Railwa: aa, 
( tenn. .W., 23rd April, 1884. 


Gentlemen,—I am directed by the Board of Trade to acknowled 
the receipt of your letter of the 22nd inst. upon the subject of the 
use of the Royal Arms, as affected by the provisions of section 106 of 
the Patents &c., Act, 1883, 

In reply I am to inform you that the Board of Trade have 
no authority to put an interpretation on the Act, nor will it be their 
duty to prosecute unless in cases where the user of the Royal Arms 
is productive of mischief to the public. 

A question has been put to the Solicitor-General in the House of 
Commons, of which, and of his reply, copies are enclosed. ; 

If you are advised that you have no ient to authorize 
youin the user stated, your safe course will be either to discontinue 
such user, or seek official permission to continue the ice by appli- 
cation to the Home Office.—I am, Gentlemen, obedient servant, 

ry E, CaALorart. 

Messrs. Young & Sons, 29, Mark-lane, E.C. 

Exhibition of the Royal Arms. 

Mr. Arnold asked the Solicitor-General, with reference to clause 
106 of the Patents for Inventions Bill imposing a ity not ex- 
ceeding £20 upon the unauthorized assumption of the Royal Arms, 
whether engravers and designers who uced, and tradesmen who, 
for loyalty and ornament, yed, the Royal Arms, on trade labels, 
shop Fronts, paper , and in other ways, without any word or 
words implying that they made such assumption by authority, would 
Peathe Solicitor. General said displaying the Royal Arms 

The Solicitor-General said a person displaying ] A 
under the circumstances mentioned would not render himself liable 
to the penalty provided by the clause. ] 





CUSTODY OF TITLE DEEDS 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jt “f 

Sir,—The case of Northern Counties of England Fire Insurance 
Company v. Whipp (reported in Soxrcrrors’ JOURNAL, ante, p. 429) 
is an example o wep epermeging oo and purchasers by neg- 
ligence on the part of the owner or mor in the custody of 
his title deeds. In that case a company took a ~ 
placed a 

had free access; the manager afterwards executed 
a mortgage of the same land to another person, handing over al) 
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title deeds except the com s m . It was held that | had been omitted from the clause; and, without attempting to redraw it, | 
> gen oor nb the comnay of the title deeds was not | he should make an order which should satisfy what must be said to be 
such as to entitle the second mo to priority. the eng Ce ee He ay ang ame 
o a ee de mastgnges ‘tom: 0 cont cessive tenant for life to further charge the Hinchinbrook estates with a 


dential servant of any company or firm, or from any partner in a 
firm, ought to inquire of the company or the other partners whether 
the title deeds ag Pe ~~ = and that Ae + gr ogc or 
mortgagee is secure e is y acquainted wi e ven- 
dor or mortgagor, since the latter may, for all he knows, be a confi- 
dential servant of a company or a er in a firm. 
A very simple statu alteration of the law would, it seems 
to me, suffice to remove this ag It mi ph sk gg om if any, 
mortgagee parts with any title deeds to the custody o 
which he claims to be entitled, or allows them to be in the possession 
or under the control of any other person, without having previously 
indorsed a memorandum of the conveyance to himself on the deed 
next in date before such conveyance, and on all prior deeds upon 
which no memorandum of any subsequent deed shall have been in- 
dorsed, he shall be liable to subsequent bond fide purchasers or mort- 
gagece without notice for any loss incurred by them by reason of his 
—. W. F. WEBSTER. 


[Would not the proposed enactment require the insertion of the 
words ‘‘ except his solicitor or banker,” after the words “of any 
other person,” to make it workable? See Whipp’s case, discussed ante, 
p- 473.—Eb. 8. J.J 





JURORS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—I should be much obliged if any of your readers could inform 
me whether solicitors in practice are exempted from serving on 
coroner’s juries. iH. 

Gray’s-inn. 

[See 33 & 34 Vict. c. 77 s. 9, and schedule, which exempt from 
serving on “‘ any juries or inquests whatever” “solicitors if actually 
practising and heving taken out their annual certificates, and their 
managing clerks.” But if the solicitor’s name is placed in the list, 
joa oF “signa before the revision of the list: see section 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


CASE BEFORE THE VACATION JUDGE. 


Exzcvrory Trvst—Serriement sy RererENcE—ERRonzEOvs REFERENCE. 
—In the case of In re The Earl of Sandwich, deceased; The Earl of Sandwich 
v. Lord Hylton, before Chitty, J., sitting as Vacation Judge, on the 8th 
inst., a motion was made to obtain the declaration of the court as to the 
true construction to be placed upon the will of the late Earl of Sandwich. 
It appeared that the late earl, who died on the 3rd of March last, by a 
settlement, made in 1839, settled estates at Hinchinbrook in 
strict settlement, with usual powers of jointuring and raising portions for 
so amen mg madre in aid of such powers other estates at 

eots and in Limerick, of ich the late earl was owner in fee. The 
earl, by his will, made in 1882, and which appeared to be in his own 
devised his fee-simple estates to the present earl as tenant 
remainder to his first and every other son in tail male suc- 
to seniority, with remainders over, in strict settlement, 
testetor’s other issue, and the testator declared that the 
devised were given on the ex condition that the present 
the testator’s death, under the settlement of 
tail in possession of the Hinchinbrook estates should, 
calendar months after the testator’s death, by proper deeds 
satisfaction of the testator’s trustees, execute the necessary 
—_ eee See Pose “to the same 
same ers O turing or chargin, 
savin are as in hereinbefore (eich 
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contained con 
in the tertator’s will settling the St. Neots and the 
in no way referred to any powers of jointuring or raisin 
Zeoctsing on Snsettion tu the settlement Somened 
an e ent di the 
of the Hinchinbrook estates of powers of raising jomtunen tnd 
portions. It appeared that the Hinchinbrook estates were at the t 
time charged with £30,000 for portions, but that there were no jointures 
4 nan chargeable. The case of Sackville- West v. Holmesdale (L, R. 4 
H, L. 543) was cited, and Lord Chelmsford’s judgment therein specially 
referred to. Currry, J., said that, although the words in question were 


& 
it 


obscure—which was not to be wondered at when it was borne in 
to have been drawn by the testator himself— 
PRs had - aiden ae settlement which 
kind powers ointuring raisin 4 
the words of reference was plainly pa Rater | 
ve. It was also obvious that some necessary words 


— + aos 
was plain t 
thould contain some 
The clause 


grammatically 





the said real estates settled by this | Pi 





jointure of £2,000 per annum and portions for younger children not 
exceeding £30,000, with a provision that the estates should never be 
subject, at any one time, to more than £2,000 per annum for jointures, 
or more than 245,000 for .—CounsEL, Marten, Q.0., and Warring- 
ton ; Methold ; Brabant. LICITORS, eet peed Withers, Russell, ¢ 
Hill ; Gregory, Roweliffe, ¢ Oo. ; Capron, Dalton, Hitchins, § Brabant. 





MANCHESTER CITY SESSIONS. 
(Before Mr. H. W. Wzsr, Q.C., M.P., Recorder.) 
Oct. 1.—Reg. v. Hoffman, 
31 & $2 Vict. c. 116—Embezzlement or larceny by partner. 


Harry Hoffman was indicted for having, on the 8th of May last, whilst 
he was a member of a co-partnership, received into his possession the 
sum of £1 4s. on account of that a gga , and embezzled it; also 
with having embezzled the sum of £4 17s, on the 21st of June, and the 
sum of £4 17s. 6d. on the 11th of July. 

Cottingham and M‘Keand appeared for the prosecution; and Nash and 
Overend Evans were for the defendant. 

Cottingham, in opening the case said that, on the 25th of March in this 
year, Hoffman entered into partnership with Mr. A. R. Chamberlin, and 
they carried on business as wine and spirit merchants. Mr. Chamberlin 
brought the sum of £150 into the firm, whilst Hoffman only brought in 
the sum of £50. They commenced business in March, and so early as 
April Hoffman to make away with ership property, and to 
spend the partnership money for his own private pereense- Not only did 
he do that, but when asked by Mr. Chamberlin if he collected certain 
accounts, he denied that he had done so, the fact of the matter being 
that he had received those accounts and applied the proceeds to his own 
private p Hoffman did not account in any way for some of the 
sums of money he received. He also took cheques out of the cheque- 
book belonging to the firm, signed them in the name of the firm, 
got ion of the money, and applied it to his own use. This 
went on for some time, and ultimately Mr. Chamberlin received a 
note from the bank telling him that his account was overdrawn. 
Cheques signed by Hoffman were produced by the bank authorities, and 
of those cheques Mr. Chamberlin had previously had no knowledge. The 
cheques had taken from the end of the cheque-book and not in their 
consecutive order, the motive for this no doubt being to conceal the fact 
that they had been taken out by Hoffman. The matter was put into the 
hands of the police, and Hoffman was 4; ed at Blackpool, where 
he had been staying for some time. en he was arrested the warrant 
rim ge | him with these offences was read over to him, and he replied, 
“Tt is right. I have lost the money by card-playing and betting on 
nothe Revo expressed the opinion that th against 

e REcoRDER e 0} ere was no case 
Hoffman. What offence did Mr. Cottingham charge him with ? 
Cottingham: Embezzlement. 


nol y amastaas How can aman embezzle unless he is a clerk or a 
servant 

Cottingham contended that the Act to amend the law relating to larceny 
and embezzlement was passed to meet such cases as this. 

aa bene 6 atten cg: Hae? pe was be egy An al bes as of a 
man a er should not protect ac of larceny or 
embezzlement. How could a charge of embezzlement have been proved 
in this case if Hoffman had not been a partner. 

Cottingham urged that if that was a well-founded view of the law that 
Act of eae meen was @ — letter. A partner — wet aa 
Tesponsi ‘or embezzling the property or stealing roperty e 
co-partnership unless he was also a servant, but it very seldom happened 
that a co-partner was a servant. 

The Recorpzr said the re pe of the Act of Parliament was to provide 
that where a man was a clerk or servant in a firm of which he was also s 
member, he — e co Se embezzling meets i he bere. 
whilst acting ca) of clerk or servant and misaj 
The cases it was chiefly intended to meet were those of collectors far 
pena: Sega or co-operative societies, in which the collector was also 
@ member. 


Cottingham again urged that the object with which the amending Act of 
conduct iy dyer aes Sach Whe hed tet tae neta 
uct on the a Ww. not a 
Was epoent 00 ephanienens. : “ 
ECORDER, after some further discussion, said that according to 
way in which the case had been opened Hoffman had lawfully received the 
money into his possession. There was no trespass or larceny in that. It 
gamed to hiss, nithongh he anche with arent Seiten, thet they ont 
be no embezzlement unless man was a clerk or a servant. He had 
been told that several e had been convicted in this country of offences 
of this character, but he could not himself see how, in the absence of the 
position of clerk or servant, the offence of embezzlement could be com- 
mitted. His impression was that it was the most essential part of the 

the who embezzled must be a clerk or 
servant, or else there could be no embezzlement. The amending Act did 
not seem to him in the slightest degree to alter the quality of the offence 


of embezzlement. 
Cottingham submitted that the improvement intended by the law was to 
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, the recorder Mr. Cottingham declined to proceed with them. 
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do away with the relation of master and servant where a partnership had 
eon proved to exist, and where a man had dealt with the property of the 
firm in such a manner that if he had not been a partner he could have 
been tried and punished. 

The Recorpgr, however, ruled that there was no case, and directed the 
jury to acquit Hoffman on the three counts contained in the indictment, 
at the same time remarking that people must not try to make a criminal 
court the means of investigating partnership accounts with regard to 
ie acathen pitested tn viele Wis Gitaigy dt Waneny) apitein Tal 

Cotti en a ec y - 
man. "The first count of the indictment charged him with stealing four 
cheques, the second and third counts each charging him with stealing £10 
in money. 

The Hoctinson asked how there could be a charge of larceny when there 
was no a There could be no trespass in Hoffman’s taking out 
one of the cheques ; and the first element of a larceny was a 

Cottingham contended that it was not necessary, in a larceny of kind, 
that there should be a trespass. 

The Reconper, however, ruled that it was, and directed the jury to 

uit Hoffman on this charge also. 
ere were other indictments against Hoffman, but after the ruling of 


The Recoxper, in directing the jury to acquit Hoffman on these other 


indictments, said the law was very careful to it an g relating to 
mere partnership transactions dealt wi eens | It was a vy | 
important thing that the distinction should be kept , 
aman drew more money out of the concern than he was entitled to, or if 
he applied some of it to his own use, it was rather a matter for another 
court, and not one for which he ought to be brought there. 

Verdict—Not Guilty. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
MANCHESTER. 
(Before Judge Russeuz, Q.C.) 
Oct. 3.—Price v. The Lancashire County and Manchester Cricket Club. 


This was an action brought by Mr. Mark Price to recover the sum of 183., 
which he had paid for the admission of himself and four friends to the cricket 
ground at Old Trafford and to the grand stand on Whit Saturday, the 
ith of June, the last day of the match between the Lancashire County 
Eleven and the Australians. The action was brought against Mr. J. 
Maclaren, the treasurer - the ead Mee club. an 

Chorlton ap for the plaintiff, E. B. essts, Rowley, 
Page, & Rowley) for the defendants. mane . 

On the day in question the plaintiff, in company with four friends, went 
to Old Trafford to see the finish of the match between the Lancashire 
eleven and the Australian cricketers, and paid 18s. for admission to the 
ground and grand stand. He entered the ground about twenty minutes 
to four o’clock, and in about ten minutes play was discontinued. He 
thereupon asked that his money might be to him, but was un- 
able to obtain it, and hence the present action. The defence was that 


there was no contract to continue © play, and that the plaintiff and the tody 


persons who entered the ground with paid their money and took their 
chance of the cricket going on. The weather was very unfavourable that 
day, and in the opinions of the captains of the respective teams—Mr. A. N. 
Hornby and Mr. W. L. Murdoch—the ground was quite unfit to play 
upon. It was submitted that the question as to whether play should be 
peg or not rested with the captains of the players, and not with the 

Ui ° 

His Honour agreed with this opinion, and gave judgment for the 
defendants, with costs on the higher svale, that he had the 
power to give costs on the higher scale in cases of bodies like this, 
and he intended to use it. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Nucent Lenratone, barrister, has been appointed Clerk of the 
Crown and Hanaper in Ireland. Mr. Lentaigne was called to the bar at 
Dublin in 1870, and he has been for some time secretary to the Lord 
Chancellor of Ireland. 


Mr. Groner Forrrz.., junior, solicitor, of Dublin, has been appointed 
Crown Solicitor for the city and county of Dublin. Mr. Fi is the 
son of Mr. George Fo , solicitor, of Dublin. He was admitted in 
1871, and he was for a short time solicitor to the Irish Land Commission. 


Mr. Wr1am Comer Peruznam, Q.C., Chief Justice of the North-West 
Provinces of India, who has received the honour of thood, is the 
son of Mr. William Petheram, and was born in 1835. He was called to 
the ber at the Middle Temple, in Hilary Term, 1869, ha 
practised as a special pleader. He was a member of the W Circui 
and he became a Queen’s Counsel in 1880. Sir W. Petheram is a bencher 
of the Middle Temple. 








DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 
Henny Gronce Bracury and Ricuarp Burcass Woosnam (Beachey & 





ness will henceforth be carried on by the said Richard Burgass Woosnam 
alone at Newton Abbot aforesaid. (Gazette, October 3.) . 

Tuomas Mattam and Grorcs Matiam (T.. & G. Mallam), solicitors, 
Oxford. September 30. ht Seg eee eee See eae 


pro- 
fession at 126, h- Oxford, and the said No. 1, 
Saint Aldate-strest, Oxford. On Getta, October 1.) 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 


The following are the ts for the eleventh annual provincial 
meeting to be held at Birmin on the 20th—23rd insts. 


Orpver or Procespras. 


9 Reception and ale eae Mayor (Alderman William 
.m.— ‘or 
Cook) ‘at the Council House. by 


Tuesday, October 21. 

11 to 1.30.—Inaugural address by the President, Mr. O. T. Saunders ; 
_ reading and discussion of papers—Council Chamber, 

couse. 

1.30 to 2.30.—Luncheon, provided by the Birmingham Law Society— 
Council House. 

2.30 to 4.30.—Reading and discussion of House, 

The mae po 3 papers will be read :—‘“ ld Enfranchisement,”’ 


Mr. M. H. (London) ; ‘‘The Land ”* Mr. L. M. Biden 
(London); ‘‘ The Registration of ” Mr. R. - Williams (New- 
port, Mon.); ‘‘On Customs of Descent,”? Mr. J. R. Pearless (East 


stead); ‘* Ju and Solicitors,” Mr. A: M. Ellis (N ; 
yO Mr. F. W. Blunt (London) ; “‘ Solicitors’ Foundation School,’’ 
Mr. H. J. Osborne (Shifnal, 5 
7 p.m.—Dinner at the New Rooms, Hagley-road, 
tickets 25s. each; the President of 
Thos. Horton) in the chair. 
Wednesday, October 22. 
Benevolent 


10 a.m.—Meeting of Solicitors’ Association — Council 


ouse. 

11 to 1.30.— and discussion of House. 

1.30 to 2.30.—Luncheon, provided by Birmingham Law Society— 
Council House. 

2.30 to 4.30.—Reading and discussion of papers—Council House. 


The following papers will be read :—‘“‘ Law Society “ss 
Mr. B. G. Lake (London) ; ‘‘ Costs in Contentious Business,’’ Mr. James 
White (London); “ of the Two Branches of the Profes- 
sion,’’ Mr. J. H. (Hi 
of the Profession,’? Mr. H. Symonds 
fascia ack Sm Me AEB nasa Oa 
of Infants,”” Mr. G. R. Dodd (London). 
9 to 11.30 p.m.—Conversazione by the Birmingham Law Society at the 
Rooms of the Royal Society of Artists, New-street. 

Thursday, October 23. 
It is to out the 


as possible, inform the local hon. secretary which of the 
propose to attend :— 
1.—To Blenheim Palace (by the kind invitation of his Grace the 
of Marlborough). The party part in this excursion will leave the 
Great Western Railway Station, at 10.5 a.m., arriving 
Woodstock-road about 11.50, whence they will drive about four miles 
cl ts the tioto— the Binuinghas ‘La Soclety, and 
lose e y w 
Will be sande Se sohecuing to Bitednakaas te tho deine eeiete 
May patie eatin i ah ie Rakes. to the West, will be able 
y or 
to la Saeed nas ot Coded 
2.—To Stratford-on-Avon. The party part in this excursion 
will leave the Great Western Railway Station, at 10.5 a.m., 
arriving at Stratford-on-Avon at 11.5. Shakespeare's the other 
objects bag pay Bat igh og oy espe Fa 
Birming ww Society. return journey made to Birming- 
ham by the train leaving Stratford-on-Avon at 5.10 » arriving at 
a pe ty .m. Tickets, to cover Fare, a. 
3.—To Lichfield. Savas Dection Homccieet Beaune 
London and North-Western 
at 11.25 a.m., arriving ‘ 
ES ee ee eee 
the 





Woosnam), solicitors, Newton Abbot, Devon. July 30. The said busi- ; 
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jirmingham may be inspected at 


Se erage of manufactories in Bi 


on the production of member’s ticket. 
_By the courtesy of his Worship the Mayor of Birmingham, Alderman 
the society has been granted the free use of rooms in the Council 
House, 
The meetings will be held in the Council Chamber, and luncheon will 
be served in the Banqueting Room. 
A reading and writing room for the convenience of members will also be 
ed in the Council House. 
The hon. secretary of the Birmingham Law Society, Mr. Arthur Godlee, 
will have an office there, where inquiries with reference to excursions and 
other matters will be attended to. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, PARKIN WIGELSWORTH. 

Mr. Parkin Wigelsworth, solicitor (of the firm of Staniland & Wigels- 
worth), of Boston, died at St. Malo, France, on the 20th ult., at the age 
of seventy. Mr. Wigelsworth was born in 1814. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1851, and he had practised for over thirty years at Boston. 
He had been for many years associated in partnership with Mr. Robert 
William Staniland, whois town clerk of Boston and registrar of the 
Boston County Court. Mr. Wigelsworth was a perpetual commissioner 
for Lincolnshire, and he had a large private practice. He was clerk to 
the Commissioners of Property Tax, and deputy-registrar of the Boston 
County Court. He had been for many years connected with the Boston 
Corporation, and he was, at the time of his death, one of the borough 
aldermen, and a member of the Boston Board of Guardians. 





MR. EDWARD VAUGHAN RICHARDS, Q.C. 

Mr. Edward Vaughan Richards, Q.C., died suddenly at the Grand 
Hotel, Bath, on the 27th ult., from disease of the heart. Mr. Richards 
was the eldest son of Mr. William Parry Richards, and grandson of Lord 
Chief Baron Sir Richard Richards, and was bornin 1822. He was educated 
at Merton College, Oxford, where he was well known as a boating man, 
and he rowed as stroke of the Oxford boat in an inter-university race. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1847, and 
he practised on the Oxford Circuit. He received a silk gown in 1868, and 
he thenceforth confined himself to parliamentary business, and was for 
many years one of the principal leaders in the committee rooms. Mr. 
Richards was married, in 1866, to the daughter of Mr. Robert Wharton, 
of Dryburn, Durham. He was a bencher of the Inner Temple. 





MR. CHARLES HENRY LOVELL. 


Mr. Charles Henry Lovell, solicitor, the head of the firm of Lovell, Son, 
& Pitfield, of 3, Gray’s-inn-square, died at Eastbourne on the 2lst ult. 
Mr. Lovell was born in 1815. He was admitted a solicitor in 1838, and 
he has ised for about forty-five years in Gray’s-inn. He was, at the 
time of his death, associated in partnership with his son, Mr. Walter 
Lovell, who was admitted a solicitor in 1868, and with Mr. Thomas 
John. Pitfield. Mr. Lovell had been for over forty years clerk to the 
Glaziers’ Company, and he had a very extensive private business. He was 
a liberal supporter of many religious, charitable, and educational institu- 
tions, and was for several years a member of the School Board for 
London, as a representative of the Finsbury Division. Mr. Lovell leaves 
$) gue and five children. He was buried at Highgate Cemetery on the 





MR. CHARLES EHRET GROVER. 


Mr. Charles Ehret Grover, solicitor, of Hemel Hempstead, died on the 
29th ult., at the age of eighty-one, after a short illness. Mr. Grover was 
born in 1803. He was admitted a solicitor in 1825, and he had practised 
for over half a century at Hemel Hem . He was at the time of his 
death associated in partnership with his son, Mr. Walter Grover, who was 
admitted a solicitor in 1865, and is coroner for the Hemel Hempstead 
Division of Hertfordshire. Mr. Grover had a large private practice. He 
was a = Rae ggg ep ome pry angen and he held several 
importan: ents. He was clerk to the county magistrates for the 
Dacorum au I he 


vinghoe Divisions, and clerk to the Commissioners of 
and Assessed Taxes. had been clerk to the Hemel Hempstead 
Board of Guardians ever since its formation, and superintendent registrar 
for the district. The Hemel H Guardians have passed a resolu- 
tion expressive of their sense of Mr. Grover’s valuable services for nearly 
fifty years as their clerk, and of condolence with his family. 


MR. MICHAEL O’SHAUGHNESSY, 0.C. 
Mr. Michael O’Shaughn , 2C., who was one of the oldest members 


of the legal in Ireland, died at his residence, Stonehenge, 
Killiney, near Dublin, on the 28th ult., in his eighty-seventh year. Mr. 


was calied to the bar at Dublin in 1328. He was created 
@ Queen’s Counsel in 1859, but he had for many years ceased to practise. 
Mr. O'Shaughnessy was a magistrate for the county of Limerick. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


ORDER OF TRANSFER. 


Monday, the 25th day of August, 1884. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon, he J in ueics that’ ae Sore, Se Mr. J wise ey 
respectively, it is ien’ a portion o causes assigned to Mr. 
Justice ste should be transferred to the Vice-Chancellor Bacon, and 
that a portion of the causes assi to Mr. Justice Chitty should for tho 
urpose only of trial or hearing be transferred to Mr. Justice North ; now 
E the Right Honourable Roundell, Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chan- 
cellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes set forth 
in the schedules hereto be as follows—that is to say, those in 
the first schedule from Mr. Justice Pearson to Vice-Chancellor m, and 
those in the second schedule from Mr. Justice Chitty to Mr. Justice North, 
for the purpose only of trial or hearing, and such causes are to be marked 
in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the 


Oct. rz, 1884. q 


High Court of Justice, 


First ScHEepvuzz. 
From Mr. Justice Pearson to Vice- 
Chance'lor Bacon (Witness and 
Non- Witness Actions). 
Pike v Webster Harrison v Pike 
1883. P 1,366 23 April 
In re Hodgson Beckett & Co v 
Ramsdale 1883 H 3,229 26 
April 
Day v Day 1883 D 1,278 1 May 
Spowage v Butt 1883 S 2,474 3 


May 

Hodgson v Eyton 1884 H 487 3 
May 

Jagielski y Meyer 1884 J 28 6 
May 

Stapleton v Wilson 1883 8S 3,740 


6 May 

In re Firmin Firmin v Firmin 1883 
F 2,373 6 May 

Hammersley v Hammersley 1884 
H 894 7 May 

Mosley, Bart. v Cursham 1883 M 
4,195 8 May 

Chester v Powell Powell v Chester 
1883 C 2,060 8 May 

Hall-Dare v Hall-Dare 1883 H 
3,142 9 May 

Hon A Egerton, M.P. v Earl of 
Ellesmere 1883 E 1,042 10 
May 

Meade v Troup 1883 M 2,162 
15 May 

In re Howes Broomhall v Howes 
1883 H 38,119 16 May 

Power v Parker 1883 P 1,745 
17 May 

In re R Rymill In re J W Rywmill 
L K Herbert v Rymill 1883 R 


1884 P 332 19 May 

Wigfield v Wells 1883 W 4,437 
20 May 

ME Smith v RTSmith 1883 8 


1884 B 1,026 22 May 

Percival vy Dunn 1883 P 2,568 
22 May 

Darcy v Chatterton 1883 D 658 
Lincoln 26 May 

Heintz v Civil Service Supply As- 
sociation 1884 H 537 27 May 

Heintz v S Maw, Sons & Thompson 
1884 H 232 27 Ma 

National Provincial of Eng- 


Wilhamson v North Staffordshire 
Ry. Co. 1883 W 1,632 29 May 

Lord Uamoys ¥ Ma or, &c. of Burs- 
lem 1883 O 4,476 29 May 

Land Co. Ld. v Salaman 


Securities Co. Ld. 
1883 L 2,457 380 May 
Newton v Evans 1883 N 582 3 
J 


une 
Stenning v Wolff 1883 8 3,829 
4 June 





Western y Day 1883 W 2,943 
\ 4 June 





istrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 


In re Wall, dec. Jackson v Bristol 
& West of England Bank, Ld. 
Bristol, &c. Bank v Jackson 
1884 W 364 4 June 

Maud v Lovell 1884 M 996 4 


June 
Gehrig Bros v Heintz 1884 G 541 
6 June 
1883 T 2,294 


Tarrant v Taylor 
9 June 

Wyndham v Thomas 1884 W 176 
0 June 

Zeffert v Beesty 1884 Z 13 Il 
June 

In re Davis Davis v Boydell 1884 
D 588 11 June 

Robinson v Aldridge 1884 R 358 
11 June 

Church v Stockham 1884 © 1,523 
31 June 

Savillev Hunt 1884 8 1,158 12 
June 

Walker v Poole 1882 W 766 12 
June 

White v Goldring 1882 W 5,071 
13 June 

Martin v H Smith & Son 1881 M 
1,051 13 June 

Bailey v Badham 1883 B 6,555 
16 June 

Corey v Reid 1883 © 3,065 19 
June 

Gray v Harvey 1883 G 1,765 20 
June 

In re Edwards Yate v Bluck 1884 
E 372 20 June 

Lake v West 1884 L 647 23 
June 

De Caux v Skipper Tee v De Caux 
1883 D 2,558 5 Jul 

ised M 861 


Macalester v Blake 
7 July 

—— v Williams 1884 M 1,838 
7 July 

nee vBigland 1884 P 812 

7 July 


In re Galloway Dimbleby v Gallo- 
way 1884 G 364 7 July 

Wrigglesworth v Starey 1883 W 
4,763 8 July 

Flewitt v Walker 1883 F 2,132 
8 July ‘ 

New vKipping 1883 N 64 
16 July 


In re Chirm ersyChirm 1883 
O 2,990 23 July 
Fullwood y Fullwood 1883 F 1,619 


may 
3h re Hobson Hobson vy Hobson 


gists He 3,048 29 July 
win v Ash®in 1983 A 1,324 


25 July 
5+ dom pn 1884 A 538 


uly 
Baines v Prideaux 1883 B 3,628 

30 July 3 
Smart v Wiseman 1884 8 2,095 


1 Ang 
v Strutt 1884 W 54 


4 Aug 
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In re Readdy Readdy v Readdy 
18838 R 4 7 Aug 
i AR a Bart. 1883 
T 1,578 7Aug 

ors 1884 W. 


Wake v Boileau & 
271 7 Aug 
In re Schletter v Lloyds, Barnetts 
and Bosanquet’s Bank, limd v 
Schletter 1884 S 1,859 7 Aug 
Seconp ScHEDvute. 

From Mr. Justice Chitty to Mr. 
Justice North (Witness Actions). 
Clark & ors. v South Western Gas 

Co. 1883 C 5,893 20 Feb 
Pope v Pope 1883 P 206 22 Feb 
Edwards v Tompson 1883 E 641 

1 March 


a carey Deischman 1883 B 
2,384 1 March 

Blaxland v Blaxland 1881 B 2,126 
8 March 

Heywood v Sutton 1883 H 3,491 
11 March 

Ellis vy Newsome 1882 E 774 12 
March 


a 
Hunt v Penley 1884 H 292 12 
March 


arc 

Young v Robertson 1883 Y 190 
14 March 

Woodgate v Commrs of Sewers of 
City of London 1882 W 3,019 
14 March 

Budgett v Kingswood Coal & Iron 
Cold 1882 B 6,011 14 March 

Royle v Beara 1883 R 119 Royle 
v Royle 1882 R 2829 18 March 

Stevens v Metropolitan District Ry 
Co 1884 S 639 25 March 

Phipps v Chancellor, Masters, &c. 
Oxford University 1883 P 2,885 
25 March 

Harper v Genese 1882 H 4,842 
29 March 

Gilbert v Gonard 1883 G 2,804 
29 March 


Jackson v Falkner 1883 J 1,717 
3 April 

Eccleston vy Williams 1883 E 1,096 
4 April 

Newman v Newman 1883 N 1,256 
4 April 

Jennings v Turney 1884 J 270 
17 April 

In re Sir W Hutt dec Bowes v 
Hutt 1883 H 4,962 17 April 

Geary v Sun Permanent Benefit 


Building Soc 1883 G _ 2,754 
18 Apri 

Browne v Sanderson 1883 B 1,559 
18 April 

Sadgrove, trading as Sadgrove & 
Co v Pullinger 1883 3,068 


23 April 

evades v Brading Harbour Im- 
provement &c Co 1883 S 1,362 
24 April 


Ryde Bier Co v London & South | 
Western Ry Co 1883 R 1,713 | 
25 April 

Martin v Martin 1883 M 3,802 
28 A 

— mal v Oollings 1884 T 233 

Schreiber v Dinkel 1883 8 3,696 
29 April 

James v Couchman 1883 J 1,008 
29 April 

Ford, on behalf, &c. v Incorporated 
Law Society 1884 F 347 30 

Apri 





Shorroch v Darwen Pa: 
ld 1883 S 5,361 1 Ma 


Morten v Hook 1884 M 695 °2 May 
Collett v Young 1884 C 5,847 
as J 1 

vJones Jones v 882 
R 1,825 3 May et 
esi ine i aselns 1882 D il 


Ma: 
re Buteliffe, decd. Mitchell v 
TA atclifte 1883 8 5,251 7 May 
In re Dyer, dec Dyer v Bennett 
1882 D 2,222 8 May 
Ogden v Cogein 1883 O 514 10 


Collie’ vDrake 1883 © 26 12 May 
In re Sir R Smart, dec Rasleigh v 
Sharp 1882 8 2,595 15 
Gardner v Tapling 1883 G 2,961 
16 May 
United Telephone Co 1d v Hearder 
1884 U 144 21 May 
Pellew v Life Association of Scot- 
land 1883 P 2,890 21 May 
In re Prince Batthyany Strattmann, 
decd Prince Batthyany Stratt- 
mann v Walford 1883 B 2,623 
22 May 
In re Morgan, dec Gloucestershire 
Banking Cov Thomson 1883 M 
3,215 23 May 
Hart v Purnell Purnell v Hart 
1883 H 4,958 23 May 
Mayor &c of Swansea v Brenton 
1884 S 469 27 May 
Rayney v Simpson (In re Bank- 
ruptey of B Scott and Maldon 
Loan, &c Co) 1883 R 1,334 
27 May 
Manning v Allen 1883 M 4,155 
27 May 
Stewards & Cov Weston 1883 S 
4,763 30 May 
Scotney v Lomer 1883 8S 1,494 
4 June 
Walter v Moor 1883 W 677 4June 
Bolton v Mills 1883 B 755 7 June 
Bourne v Skipp Eagleton v Bourne 
1883 B 5,984 9 June 
Whitestone v Woodhouse 1882 
W 2,295 10 June 
_—* v Richmond 1883 H 5,017 
12 June 
Chilton v Baylis 1884 B 106 
12 June 
Jones v Andrews 1883 J 1,554 
17 June 
Phelips v Baxendale 1884 P 871 
18 June 
Plantagenet-Harrison v Hazell 1883 
P 2,967 18 June 
Standard Discount Co, 1d v Brun- 
ton, Bourke, & Co 1883 8 1,993 
18 June 
Beauclerk vShaw 1883 B 5,314 
23 June 
Gates v Mount 1884 G 692 24 
June 
Neath Water Cov White 1882 N 
795 25 June 
Allhusen v Brooking 1884 A 70 
30 June 
In -re Harvey, decd Harvey v 
Lambert 1381 H 3,737 4 July 
Walker v James 1884 W 678 
10 Jaly 
Wheatley v 8 Silkstone & Haighmoor 
& ors 1882 W 
4,144 1% Jal 
Taylor ¥ East Barnet Valley Local 
Board 1883 T 1,199 14 July 
SELBoRNR, C. 








Messrs. Partridge & Cooper have forwarded to us samples of their new 


‘Royal Courts” note paper and envelopes. 
good substance for the low price—l1s. for five quires—at which it 


The paper is of surprisingly 


t is sold, 


and it has a surface which is unusually pleasant to write upon. 


Messrs, Farebrother, _ Clark, & Co, have removed their chief offices 
from 5 and 6, Lancaster- “Pace, Strand, to extensive and more generally 


central 
future 


remises at 29, 
ill be concentrated, 


leet-street, BE. C., where their practice for the 








WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jomrt Stock Companrzs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
PROVIDENT INDUSTRIAL SocreTy, Liwrrep. Seat te ae Wy Shits, Js 
dated t 24, it was ordered that the society be wound up. erly 
Great W’ ceeabee ot, RoNonare et eeee 
STANDARD STEAMSHIP apes], LaE.— Dy Se oriet wats by Kaow. J. 
dated Sept 24, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Stocken and 
Jupp, Lime st, solicteogs for the petitioner 
[Gasette, Oct. 3.} 
ee eee Consots MintnG Company, Lowrrep.—Petition for wind- 
ing up. presen’ directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Oct 25. 
Chandler, Wohopagste st ithin, solicitor for the 
[ Gazette, Oct. 7.1 
CounTY PALATINE OF LADOASEER. 
IN 
RICHARD JOHNSON AND CoMPANY, LIMITED.— an order made by the Vice 
Chancellor, dated Sept it was ordered that » volameany tary winding up of the 
company be continued, Pemberton and Co, solicitors for the itioner 


Gazette, Oct. 3.) 
a Socretres Disso.vep. 
Gry ny Bees Pome, On D FELLOWS, Barbican Tavern, Red Cross st, Cripple- 


Lorat BRITANNIA LoDGE, ODD FELLOWS, MANCHESTER Unity, Coach and Horses 








READ orf ee Nort ampton. Sept National School, Read, Lancaster. Oct2 
[ Gasette, Oct. 3.) 
CREDITORS’ CLAIMS, 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
BESENT, WILLIAM JOHN, Milbourne St Andrews, Dorset, Farmer. Oct 6. Marsh- 
field and Hutchings, Wareham 
Crook, Rev HENRY Srxwon CHARLES, Bath. Nov 29. Burne and Rooke, Bath 
Mm HENRY, Moston, Chester, y= Oct 30. Stringer, Sandbach 


Fuirnt, Epwarp LauUNpDy, rampton, Huntingdon, Auctioneer. Dee 1. Hunny- 
bun and Sons, Huntingdon 
Gapp, CAROLINE, Outram st, Copenhagen st. Oct 24. Collyer-Bristow and Co, 





Bedford row 

HELD, CHARLES LO Petherton rd, Highbury New park. Nov 12. Lickorish 
and Bellord, Queen Victoria st 

Hoare, DANIEL W Baker st, Clerkenwell, Engraver. Oct 14. 


ILLIAM 
wines ban yo = Tiecetoen Sept 20. Glasier, 
UDDLESTONE, RACHEL, s " " 
JENKINS, JOHN, Huntingdon, Common Brewer. Dec 1. 





; + ae Sons, 


Huntingdon 

May, ALFRED C. lackheath, Commander in the Royal Navy. Oct 1¢. 
Johnson and Co. 4 wT mea eet 

Moret, HeEney, Oxton, Chester, Quarryman. Oct 15. Peacock and Co, Liver- 

00 

PAP, umes, aT Lancaster, Commission Agent. Novi. Parker, Man- 

RICHARDSO: mA IN, WAL N, Charles an Be ay James’ sq, Solicitor. Oct 2/. 
Eardley Holt and T Hickenison Charles st. 

RimprrorD, HENRY, Godmanchester, coten, iaatinghen, Cent: Dec 1. Hunnybun 


and Sona, Hunti Wool ich, Kent, [ronmonger. -October 31. Richardson. 
CKETT WARD, wi 
Eleanor rd, Woolwich 
VENN, JANE, Cheddar, Somerset. Oct1. Webster and 
i - ~wenaes Essex rd, Enfield, Gent. Oct 81. Craney, 


a 
[ Gazette, Sept. 16.} 
ss RoBERT RICHARDSON, Birkenhead, Solicitor. Oct 18. RE ceed - 
a. a Davin, Bath. Optician. Febi. Inman and Adam, 
BRAMWELL, SAM, Duffield, Derby, t. ot 
ee Prater ters eee ages 
CoxHEaD, JAMES, inyde, Ia of V of Wight, Gent. Sept 29 
EDWARDES, AUGUSTA, Flot 
ohn’s, Kent, ry 33, Letts, Bartlett’ Hol- 
GouLDING.! ELIZARETH Mary, New Shoreham, Sussex. Nov 16. Waring, Gresham 
bd Guildhvll 


CALKON, WILLIAM 
Cc Hove t 
GLOVE: ARE ANN; Saint ope, 
G, RICHARD, Pevensey, Sussex, Clerk in Holy Orders. Oct $i. Kinsey and 


Co, Bloomsbury a_i - 
wis, NN oahettield verpool 
Morris, HENRY. Sh ad Bio. Oct + ag) Vickers Ba 
SADLER, Susan, Liphook, Oct 18, Johnson Sons ati Midhurst 
Smotons, Louisa Enis, The ten A 1. 
SnopGrass, Marra M “ aie Co, 
—— Rider st 


“4, FitzJohn’s Parade, cipro Nov 5. Layton 
pry Co, padge oo 
WHITEHOUSE, JOHN, West Bromwich, Stafford, Iron Moulder, Oct1. Caddick, 


Wee Bren. Lower Slaughter, Oot $8. ‘Wileon and Son; Basinghell st 
ILKS. LIZ. wer 
Ewa, Reading, 


WILSON, Berks. Oct 19. Dryland, Reading 


AML, Mas a Norton juxta Kempsey, Worcester, Banker. Nov 50. deathbed . 
orceste! 
mc ManrGaret, Bishop Auckland, Durham. Oct 31. Stillman, Bishop 


A 
Canizos, Fe OMAS TRISTREN Spry, Tregrehan, Cornwall, Esq. Nov 2. Carlyon 
Stephens, St St Austell 
oma ay Chats hag No hr ek =k, Lo... 
NSTERDINE, Mary. 7 . Nov 
Dany, NCIS, Abergavenny, Monmouth. Nov 3. Greenway and Bythway, 
EDENBOROUGH, Maroaret, Thrift Hall, Essex. bade f Googly Wathen Abbey 
Gatowar, SakaH. Manchester, Nov 8’. 


SARLENG, F Sopura, pha 3, A By Kent. Oct 90. oekee, - 
Hise! 
Rev ev diagno Leta Rectory, near Crickhowell, 
Jones, Cardiff 


sons Glog in 
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a wens Hewry, Brighton, Shell Box Manufacturer. Oct 30. Haselwood, 


Lams, Frances, Cad Chelsea. Nov 3. Gordon and Dalbiac, ‘ord row 
LasietT, WILLIAM, pbchtos Hall; Woscoster: Esq. Nov 30. Sou Wor- 


insos, CuristorHer, Oxford, Publican. Nov3. Kilby and Mace, Chipping 


oe FREnp, Shipley, Sussex, Grocer. Nov17. Medwin and Co, Horsham 
RRED, ANNE ELIZA, Ss outh, Northumberland. Oct 23. Dees and Thomp- 
w 


Hana, est Lydford, Somerset. Oct 25. Nelson and Co, Ben- 
Doctors’ commons 
aan TLLIAM, Walthamstow, Essex, Oilman. Oct 24. Futvoys and Co, 


— Bedford ro 
chmond, Surrey, E Nov 1, a Richmond 
Senaxain, x, Jous, Leigh, Lancaster, Goal Propeiston,. D Dee Wright and Apple- 


Wrst ete Mase, Euston sq, Nov 20, Bannister, John st, Bedford row 
Wricur, , Clapham rd. Oct 25. Hellard and Son, Portsmouth 
{ Gazette, Sept. 23.) 


ADCOCK, FREDERIC Bese, Cambridge, Solicitor. Jan 1. Whitehead, Cambri 
aBunderiand. Monkwearmou th, Durham, Plumber. Nov 1, ¢ ogo 


‘ARET, Manchester. Oct17. Hayton and Simpson, Cockermouth 
c= YES NoBLE, St Neots, Huntingdon, Gent. Dec 3!. Hunnybun 


Bi 
Y ~w 3 Lavergocl. Oct 31. Forshaw and enttes, Liverpool 
Sheffield. Novi. Clegg and Sons, Sheffi 


Gexmern GzorcEe Henry, Great Tower st, Esq. Nov 1. Philips and Co, Nicolas 


pa Rm Fortress rd, Kentish Town. Novi. Arnold and Co, Carey st, 
Lincola’: s 
WILLiaM, 5, Mawerwade, Bedford, Brickmaker. Nov 1. Hunnybun and 
‘Ramagute Oct 31. Edwerds and Son, Ramsgate 
yn my , CHARLES JAMES, Chippenham, Wilts, Brewer. Nov 1. Wood and 


Day, 


FRENCH, "HANwax, Rosherville, Kent. Oct 21. agee. Crutched Friars 
Hannon, Jou, North Collingham, No ottingham, Cornfactor. Oct 23. Heath and 
Sons, Nottingham 


Hurow, Wim11aM, Newton Heath, nr Manchester, Beerseller. Oct 21. 


HINGLEY, ANN. Whvel. Nottingham. Oct 23. Heath and Sons, Nottingham 
Hopson, Rev TOWNSHEND, St Katherine’s, Regent's Park, Clerk in 
sonar OS Wangan Sm, Shel golator, Dest, Heony. 
un r. 31. - 
fan and done, Huntingdon : i 
—— Joun, Huntingdon, Common Brewer. Dec 1. Hunnybun and Sons, 
Liandilo, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. Oct7. Phillips, ieunfows 
Kxorr, James, Ashton under Lyne, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Brooks 
Go, Ashton under Lyne 
peeat. ~ ee Magna, Somerset, Timber Merchant. 
0 and Marsh, Y. 
TAPPER, itanscll, st, Goodman’s Fields, Wine Cooper. Oct 30. 


H Hanley, Stafford, Draper. Oct 30. Paddock and Sons, Hanley 
TLL1aM GzoRGE, Gateshead, Durham, Mustard Manufacturer. 
Nov 15. Swinburne, Ga teshead 


NEV. Wr11ax, Greet Horkesley, Essex, Farmer. Dec 1. Beaumont and 
ston, Saxe, TURE rUligh ve Dorks — feuepeen Docks, Rotherhithe, Dockmaster, 


nanoon, Aes, Netmantooy YR 
Eon. Det 10. Speman ond Desocn,  Bentioed z 
Maxstoke Vicarage, nr Birmingham. 
Hivington and Son, Fenchurch bldngs Boyt 20. cas my 
Cambridge, Tailor. Whitehead, Cambridge 
Ww, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Oct 23. Johnson and Co, 
Suaw, Pinxton, Derby, Grocer. Oct 31. Malt 
Wuzman, Herny, Lightwood, Stafford, Earthenware 
Btevenson, Nottir 


Woop, 


Jones, 


| 


hia, 


, Mansfield 
ufacturer. Nov 1. 


nag La 


Fruiterer. Oct 31. Hillman, Lewes, Sussex 
Lancaster, Gent. Nov 30. Holden and Holden, Bolton 
(Gazette, Sept. 26.) 


Tuomas BEED’ bab St John’s W: 
ni, Henry and Oo, ELL, hill, ohn’s Wood, Licensed Victualler. Nov 


% Pannal York. Nov 2%. Powell, Knaresborough 
Cxiarx, Sanau, Grove terr, High rd, T af Nov 2. Patvope ant Car wed- 
Dewyr, SaRaAu JANE, st, Ham Oct 25. Hanbury and Co, New Broad st 
oe >, Lronfounder. Nov 0 Longueville and Co. Co. Oswestry 


— Nov 17. 
Amme. Buttes’ Goldfield. Oct 1 a. Holhechs any Addon cts, Sutton 


Joux, Li Lead Dealer. Novi. Rowe’and Co, Li 1 
pe ag Renal Oldham, , Cotton Spinner. Nov 38. Sudip end 
ong, Sons Leone, Cavendish rd, Clapham Park, Solicitor. Novi. Hanrott, 
James, St Pan!l’s Church Hi 

te yard, Homeopathic Chemist, Nov 15. Brooks 

AvGustus, Hove, Sussex, Esq. Novi. Pownall and Co, Staple 

JonN, Tsseepsol, Boot Monutactarer. Nov 1. Avison and Co, Liv 1 

Guozoz, Hotelkeeper. Dec 31. Bottomley, Huddersheld 
aay Bw S ay rm Nov 12. Noble, kgs 

ton, Lancaster, Nurseryman. Dec 14. Bradley and 

Jaume, Newman's row, Lincoin’s inn fields, Bookseller. Dec 1. Ikin, 

Sageguce WassK, Antill rd, Bow, Licensed Victualler. Oct 17. Edwards, St 

JJAMES, Blackburn, Lancaster, Innkeeper. Oct 2%. Holland and Callis, 


«a Dec 27. Bassett and Co, Southam 
See een Roe Nov 3. Oldham and , Melton 


JaxE, Thanet Lodge, Tulse Hill. Nov 3.- Helder and Roberts, 
4 Cambridge, Farmer. Nvuy 2%. Fenn and Co, New- 
st, 
Co Men ee igh Hampstead, Licensed Victualler. Oct 25. Hanbury 
Ww Guonez, Southsea, General Officer on Retired List. Novi. Blake, 
(Gazette Sept, 90.) 


Le 


ai 











. 








ANDREWS, JANE, Yetminster, Dorset. Novi. Bartlett, Sherborne 
Batpwin, RosEet, Barnard Castle, Durham, Coachman. Oct 3¢. 


BeErGu, Lovig ARNOLDUs VANDEN, Portsmouth, Merchant. Oct 18. 
Wills, Portsea 


Holmes, 
Besant and 
BEVINGTON, JOHN Wear Hove, Sussex, Gent. Nov 3. Morley and Shirreff, 





Gresham House, Old 

Brep, JouN, Durham, Butcher. Novi. Graham and Shepherd, Sunderland 

COHEN, B Novi. Smith and Co, 

CoLLIER, ALFRED JOHN, Clapham rd, Surrey. Oct 28. Snell and Co, George st, 
Lae House 

DENSON, JOSEPH, Chester, Gent. Novi. Barker and Co, Chester 

Ome. | Wrnttai, Rumworth, Lancaster, Retired Farmer. Nov 27. Horsfield, 

Harrison, JosePH, Walton, Liverpool, Gent. Oct 15. Parkinson and Hess, 
Liverpool 


HENLEY, HENRY, Warnham, Sussex, Farmer. Oct 18. Bostock and Rawlison, 
— eee f HeEnRy, Waterloo place, retired from business. Oct 30. Hasel- 
JOnMeON, neoent, Northampton, Office Furniture Dealer. Dec 19. Thompson, 


Kresy, fetta, Thames Ditton Surre: Oct 31. Rogers, Essex st, 4m 
MorRINE, ‘eros, Goldsmith Tag Dg Biggs Nov 11. Rooks and 

Motes AMES, Berkswell, <a Gent. Oct 31. Wright and eine 
NELSON, , Churchgate, Bolton, Licensed Victualler. Nov 1. Fielding, 
ae ANTHONY BAINBRIDGE, Cotherston, York, Gent. Nov 1. Holmes, 


Barnard Castle 
<a Strand, Colliery Proprietor. Dec 1, Simpson and Culling- 
PAnsows, Hawa, New Windsor, Berks, Army Pensioner. Oct 20. Long and 
PAYNE, Mary, West Cowes, Isle uf W ht, Oct a1. White, Ryde 
Povna, PutweEas SOLOMON DE, Beresford rd, Highbury New park, Ostrich Feather 


Rove away Handsworth, Seaford, Tea ioez ane Nov1. Smith and Co, Bir- 
SHEPHERD, CHARLES, Highbridge, Somerset, Provision Merchant. Oct 30. 
mL, Tuomas, Birkenhead, Chester, Gent. Nov i4. Garnett and Tarbet, 
Tyuss, Ewan, Market Drayton, Salop, Butcher. Oct 31. Pearson, Market 


Winton GeEoRGE, Salford, Gent. Nov 1._ Marlow and Dixon, Mancheste 
“Batewsl iow all, Derby, Farmer. Dec 18. F. and H. Taylor, 


[Gaszette. Oct. 3.] 








On the re-o of the Law Courts on Friday, the 24th inst., the Lord 
Chancellor foodie the cowed iy Queen’s Counsel, benchers of the Inns 
of Courts, and and masters of the Supreme Court at his 

rivate ts mdeny to yt after which they will drive to the Royal 
Pourte of Justice in the Strand. There will be no formal procession, as 
was the case last year, but the judges, headed by the Lord Chancellor, 
pa tel pass down the Central Hall and proceed to their respective 








SALES OF ENSUING WEEK, 
Oct. 15.—Messrs. Puiiiips, LEA, & Daviss, at the Mart, at 1 p.m., Freehold Land 
and Policies (see pan Oct. 4, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Agena Sept. 27, at Sutton, Surrey, the wife of A. Leslie Antill, solicitor, of a 


ar Rf Et Seetennd Hall, Ewell, the wife of William James Beil, 
DAvinn Bont 38, ot bt Chad's, Streatham, the wife of W. Cowell Davies, barris- 


law, of a 
JonEs.—Oct. 5, at 6, W., the wife at. %.& Carmalt Jones, 
a sho’ 


estbourne-street, 

F.R.C.8. Edin., of a son, who survived his birth o 
GrReEIG.—Oct. x. GF 39, Downshire-hill, Hampstead, the wife of William James 
WALL. 29, at Pembroke- Clifton, Bristol, the wife of James Cress- 

OE a yen 


law, 
Wixrson.—Oct. 4, at 9, “Oia Elvet, the wife of A. J. Anstruther 
ities. beriteretow, ote sa, 





MTARRIAGE 
at Winwick, John Earle olds Raven, M.A. 
middie Tem e, to Alice, daughter of the late havea 








30, at Tun Claude Hamilton White. 

se, fe be yg Be ny daughter of mite a 
25, at St. George’s Church, Hanover-sq R. W. R. 
: son of the late Robert Wilson, of Braidbar, 





to Caroline, youngest daughter of the late Lieut.-C 


PE ATES. 
CowDELL.—Sept. 20, at Hinckl illiam Cowdell, solicitor, aged 72. 
HOLLAND.—Sept. 27, at Wim E. Thurstan Holland, barrister-at-law, 


48. 
a 26, at Bath, F. Vaughan Richards, Q.C., of 26, Park-crescent, 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
Fray, Oct. 3, 1884, 


@ ORDERS. 
W: 90, Ord 
Bell, William, Beeeaten, Comune: Testeapes, Carlisle. Pet Sept 


Bide Carlen Progeric, Walkington, Barvey,Galeltor. High Court. Pot Aue 
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petpncnaay nr , Sussex, Baker. Lewes and Eastbourne. Peay, Chasien, Looks, Suanee Sept 13. Ord 2 
Pet Oct’. Ord Get exam Oct pet en | gets Ais gta on et Lace Pome fi DESO Licensel Victualler, High 
1. a OL eh Dg pak ay B cs es sndsworth, Clerk. High Court. Pet Oct 1.- Ord 


5 Wire Dra Sheffield. Pet 27. 
Oneg Jee aotkaie ae 
Ch gt ay Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Sept 30. 
rl Sept 9." ‘Exam Oct 


ny, Coaaee Ont Behe Clattond ae Andee, Hampshire, Miller. Salisbury. 
David, Wil grag Ciydsch. Sw , Swansea op ee, eae Se 
- nal tren aun Hereford. Pet Sept 16. Ord Sept 
Farrant, Charles, Sidmouth, Dovensiee, Boot Manufacturer. Exeter, Pet Sept 
eB. chante Fomae Henry, "Nelson, nr Burnley, 
4 nley. aite, Jo Ord ry Bxain Nov? at 215 a geet 
By Exam Oct 17 at 12 
Phin Joanna, Liverpool, Outfitter. Liverpool. Pet Sept 27. Ord Sept 29. 
Jone, John Owen, Garn, Dolbenmaen, 
Oct 1. Ord Oct i. Exam Oct 27 at 12.30 
Auctioneer. Benetton, Pet Aug 27. 
Exam Oct 24 at 1 at Court-house, Edmon’ 
Hampshire, 

Frederick Edwin Harrison. the Theatre Royal. 
Nee a Revie, Messer Ben 
Nichol, James, Herne Hill, 8 

ew Wandsworth, Grocer. Wandsworth. PetSept19. Ord 

Ron “4 Robert ila oe wy joc, Carnarvonshire, Grocer. 
7 n, . 

a r. a9 ey Oct 27 at 12.30 
ee. - on Sea, Builder. Hastings. Pet Sept 


= ee ers 29. 
vas, ar, Join, 
Oct 13 a 
Lancashire, Farmer. 
30. 
Pra Yorkshire, Painter. Bradford 
Exam Oct 13 at 11 
Carnarvonshire, Draper. Bangor. Pet 
Malis Harry, Wood Green, Middlesex, 
ay A H , Landport, Builder. ‘Portsmouth. Pet Sept 
aarp Sept 29. Exam Oct 20 
urrey, Court. Pet 
21. Ord 29. Exam Nov igat 11 at 34, Lincoln's fam fefdg 
partaldge, John, 
Bangor. Pet Sept 15. 
Stredwick, Jam Siloorkill: St 
’ ‘Ord Sept 29° Exam 


Oc 
Tootell, John, Accrington, cashire,Grocer. Blackburn. Pet Sept29. Ord 
‘Be ¢29. Exam Oct 14 at i vod 
ms, Jo! sen., and John Willi me, [a Denbigh, Seedsmen. Bangor. 
Pet t 17 30. xam Oct # at 12 


‘Yorkshire, "rabe Maker. Halifax. Pet Sept 
Sept 4 39, Exam Oct 30 — 


Woodvine, Geo Chilvers Coton, Warwickshire, Hairdresser. Coventry. Pet 
Sept 29 Ord Sept 29. Exam Oct 27 at 3 


First MEETINGS. 
Agee Ji ~~ t Richard, Portsmouth, Painter. Oct 13at2. Official Receiver, 106, 


rtsea 
Bell, ell, William, , Brampton, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Oct 18 at12. 34, Fisher st, 
bs George Henry, York, Boot Dealer. Oct 10 at2. Official Receiver, 
child, Beary, Fenchurch st, Mortgage Broker. Oct 16 at11. 33, Carey st, Lin- 


Clears, aes, Joseph, Oug Oughtibrid Yorkshire, Wire Drawer. Oct 18 at 3. Official 
aan gtree lane, effiel ld 
Rose, Aldershot, Rrick Manufacturer. Oct 14 at 1. Bankruptcy 
foe Posten st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
orewey] Daal B Burland, d, Cheshire, out of business. Oct 22 at 11. Royal Hotel. 


Danby, Charles Golby, Andover, Hampshire, Miller. Oct 14 at 11.30. Official 
Receiver, City chbrs, Salisb: 


David, William, dach, Swansea Valley, Glam Stonemason. 
Oct 14 at 11. "Sate Roe yer, 6, Rutland st, cy, Glamorganshire, 
Seeman, Henry, Stoke Newington, Dyer. Oct 17 at 11. 88, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Higveat, Chesies, Gemont, Bootmaker. Oct 14 at 11. Official Receiver, 13, 
us, 
Thomas, Cuter Gate. Nottingham, Slater. Oct 10at12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Exchange Walk, Nottingham 
Haythornthwaite, Joseph wenn Burnley, Farmer. Oct 13 at 2. Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Horley, Josep oseph, Renforth =“ Rotherhithe, Carman. Oct 16 ati. 33, Carey st, 
ncoln’s inn 


Neal, John Barnard, Grainthorpe, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Oct 21 at1. Official 


ver, 3, Haven’ st, Gt Grimsby 
Neebe, se, Saeaaerer Edwin Harrison peg of the Theatre Royal, 


oo" 
Oct 15at 11. Castle of Exeter, at t Exeter 
enham, ent, t, Farmer. Oct 8 at12. Official Receiver, 109, 


cpminetes, 5.¥ 
Resree, Wee: comes, Birmin war fng Ee Oct 13 at 3. Official 
brs, Co 
Oct 14 ‘at il. 


ore row, 
and Charles James 8 ot st, Wine Merchants. 
Dides, Portugal st Lincoln's 
k, James, Silv St mard’s on Sea, Builder. Oct 13 at 12. Chamber 


erce, 
Tebbutt, W: Uleeby, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Oct 21 at11. Official Receiver, 
Thomas Hoary, Bie dam, G Oct 14 gt 11, Official Receiver, Whitehall 
ns a Ga, pcs menses oo oe 
ume 17 at 3. 
Cuey” st, ‘Tineoln’ + London “4 “ 


Thompson, William, Capheaton, Northumberland, Farmer. Oct 14 at2. Official 
Receiver, County chb: ay Weatuate ig pee rity . 

‘Teotell, John, Accrington, Lancashire, Grocer. Oct 10 at 12. County Court, 
ve Lingo Frederick, 10, Wood st sq, Commission Agent. Oct 16 at 12. 33, Carey 
Wi er, Hdward Wiliam, Dean st , Park lane, Gentleman. Oct 23 at 11. 33, Carey 


‘a John, ve and John Williams, jun, Denbigh, Seedsmen, Oct 13 at 2. 
Chester 





hon, Harley, y, Claremont x, Sanitary Tube Maker. Oct 13 at 11. Official 
The following amended notice is substituted for thep publichod in the London 
Gazette of the 30th of September, 1884, 


Hood, Franklin, Scarborough, Y kshire, Engin Oct 14 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, 74, Newborough st Scarborough gs 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
len, James Richard, Portsmouth, Painter, Portsmouth. Pet Sept 22. Ord 


Bamttorth, John Francis, an 
Sheffield, Pet 


F Pot Bent io Armitage Bamforth, Melton, Yorkshire, 


: 


Witten Spidesteg-nGh-Shataatey, , Lancashire, Teaman. Bolton. Pet 
verseh, Suaeantign, Tetahinn, Wee Rewwe. Sheffield. Pet Sept 27. 


~Hdward, Bristol, Newopaper Proprictor. Frome. Pet Sept 18, Ord 


iid 


Da wa Si Gea. Coney, See, Se 
Everall Petes Broseley, Salop, Butcher. Madeley. Pet Sept19, Ord 


Farrant, Charles, Sidmouth, Devonshire, Boot Manufacturer. Exeter. Pet 
siege ard, Bishopsgate st Without, Hatter. High Court. Pet July 22. 
nee Emmett st, Poplar, Lodging-house Keeper. High Court. Pet 
ai Ord Manchester, Indiarubber Manufacturer. Manchester. Pet 
nites sage hen Bradford, Painter. Bradford. Pet Sept 2. Ord 
Jackson, Joanne, Liverpool, Ladies’ Outfitter. Liverpool. Pet Sept #7. Ord 
SSR Se Boe Netre Sans Dae Norwich, Pet Sept 8 
Evan, Dolgelley, Merionethshire, Timber Merchant. Aberystwith. Pet 
Kite Joh in Watcha trommonger._ We Wakefield. Pet Sept 13. Ord Oct 1 
Macioan, ‘Art Ord Began” ewcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. 


Madocks, Joan, Dartmouth, Devonshire, Brewer. East Stonehouse. Pet Sept 


Mesavate, ‘ward, Huntingdon, Plumber. Peterborough. Pet Sept 15. 


re 


Sapatt ikon ond John Geenge Guntth, Pinatice, Buiter, High Court. 
mitterington, “W jun., Lancaster, Joiner. Preston. Pet Aug 21. 
nope? 


Tucker, Frederick James Albert, Bristol, Grocer. Bristol. Pet Sept 6. 


Tite Dame Breecy, Torquay, Devonshire, Commission Agent. Exeter. 
ee Seen ee High Court. Pet Sept 6. 


"ieee Hartley, Halifax, Sanitary Tube Maker. Halifax. Pet Sept 23. 


g272e7e 


Staffordshire, Painter. Dudley. Pet Oct1i. Ord Oct 1. 


Benjamin, Bridlington, Yorkshire, Cabinet Maker. Scarborough. 
Ord Oct 4. Exam Oct 21 at 12 
cavers, Robert Eden_Theatre of Varieties, Windmill st, 
et, Proprietor of the Eden of Ladies. High Court. 
wd ender aes. 900. Ord Oct 2. Exam Nov 19 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
CRapegen, Rebers, Cole Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Oct 3. Ord Oct 
Exam Nov 12 at 2 at Norwich Castle 
Stockbroker. Manchester. Pet Aug 22. Ord 
Exam Oct 16 at 12.90 - 


Co trhomas M. Hemington, Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet 
Sept $2. Ord Oct 2, Exam Nov 6 at 10 


Dangerfield, Hi John, Windsor, + Windsor. Pet Oct 
8. Ord Oct 3. am Oct 25 at11 

Deyits, ue Wentnor, Salop, Farmer. Leominster. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 2. 
Dunsby, Sallis, Barnsley, Yorkshire, Tailors. Barnsley. Pet 


Charles, and 
ain, ook Exam 72255 
, James Dix: Sumner Milk Contractor. High Court. 
Pet it 5. Ord Oct 8. Exam Nov 14 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’sinn fields 


les, King st, Hammersmith 7 Court. Pet July 19. Ord 
ae oa Exam Nov 1d at 11 at 94 coln’s inn fields ~ 


Garrett, William, 17, the Parade, Lordship lane, Grocer. High Court. 
Pet Sept 17,” Ord Oct 2 Exar Nov i4at 1 a 34 Lincoln's inn elds 
one Berkshire, . Reading. Pet 
it 80. p. Ord Ost Exam Oct 23 at 2 “Assize ( ys 

Walker, Bingley, Yorkshire, Grocer. . Oct 3. Ord 

8. OMxam Oct if at 12 
Shemas, Abinger, Surrey, Farmer. Croydon. Pet Octi. Ord Oct 1. 
oa Oot ai at 1 a¢ Townhall, Grim Great Grimsby. Pet Oct 4. Ord Oct 4, 
Cardiff. Brewer. Cardiff. Pet Sept 30. Ord Oct 3. Exam 
Sait. Cornwall, Accountant. Truro. Pet Octi. Ord 
yshire, Innkeeper. Chesterfield. Pet Oct 1. Ord Oct 
Chigwell, Essex, Builder. Chelmsford. Pet Oct 4. 


ay, Warwickshire, Triaming Menutattarer. Coventry. 
Exam Oct 

Manchester 8 a ee ae fae 

» Brighton, Planoferte Dealer. Brighton. Pet Oct 2. Ord 


Stingers Rear Bek ek ght PetSur 


von, . Neath. Pet 


sbeivtvie 
es 


7% 
i 
pes? 
iF ! 


zi 
fy 
a 


: 
i 


# 
‘ 


r, 
ee 
: 


at 12 
Hastings, Sussex, Builder. Hastings. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 2. 
The following ondog Ganctte af Sept Sy ene recs a. 
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Frest MEETINGS. 
ae ‘enry, Cromer, Rowjatk, Licensed Victuhller. Oct 14at 11. Official Re- 


gd st, Norwic 
Baker Sohn, sen, taffor.1, Coach Maker. Oct 20 at 12.30. North Western Hotel, 


Batkahine, James, Reading, Watchmaker. Oct 15 at 3. Official Receiver, 109, 
ictoria st, Westminster 
Beedle, Joseph, Horsley Heath, Tipton, Painter. Oct 16 at 10. Official Receiver, 


Dudl 
Biackmah, Charles James, Newhaven, Sussex, Baker. Oct 14 at 3.30. Bear Hotel, 
Brooks, Samuel, Hanover st, Islington, Clerk. Oct 20at1i. 33, Carey st, Lin- 


coln’s inn. 
Bro Yak. me eg Fullerton st, Wandsworth, Clerk. Oct 20at1. 33, Carey 


Chipman’) 2 Be Hobert T prea Norfolk, Farmer. Oct i4 at 2. Official Receiver, 
Clegg, Matthe, oor "Dewsbury, * Spang Rag Merchant. Oct 14 at 11.80, Official 
Receiver fank chbrs, Ba A 


pg RL, easton Stockbroker. Oct 16 at 8. Official Receiver, Ogdens 
ridge ‘st, Manchester 
Cowley, Bridge st Moore, Hemington, ne area Farmer. Octié6ati2. Offi- 
Receiver, 28, Friar lane. Leiceste 3 
Cudworth, Gamwell, Ossett, Yorkshire, nitbeapes. Oct 14 at 10. Official Re- 
ceiver, Bank ak chbrs, Batley 
ter Ovenstone, Burscough, Lancashire, Bank Manager. Oct 15 at 3. 
ver. 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Davies, William, ‘Wentnor, Salop, Farmer. Oct 18 at 11.45. Craven Arms Hotel, 
Craven Arms, Pp 
om Thomas James Clements, Stafford, Farmer. Oct 16 at1. County Court 
Offices, Stafford 
Edwards, Alfred, Gresham st, Commission Agent. Oct 20 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
‘_ Lincoln’s inn 
Farr, John, Hipeck, Herefordshire, Farmer. Oct i4at3. Official Receiver, 2, 


Offa st, Herefo 
Gill, Thomas Walker, Bingley, Yorkshire, Grocer. Oct 15at1i1. Law Institute, 
Piccadilly, Bradford 


Havard, chard, aiinn, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Oct 16 at 3, Official Re- 

a ~ ey 1 spatocher, B dford, P: O Official Rece' 
ey, H anning radfo ‘ainter. ct 14 at 4. cial iver, 
Ivegate =F ng Bradford » 

Jackson, Joanna. Liverpool, Ladies’ Outfitter. Octi5at 2, Official Receiver, 
Lisbon bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Jones. John Owen, Ges n, Carnarvonshire, Draper. Oct 16 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Crypt chbrs, Cheste 

Klein, Alexander, Guildford st, Russell sq, out of business. Oct 17 at 12. 83, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Legge, Tomes Whorlow,. Maddox st, Regent st, Licensed Victualler. Oct 17 at 
1, —z st, Lincoln’s inn 

Li ong dwin Francis, Aston Botterell, Salop, Clerk in Holy Orders. Oct 
14 at 4.15. Randolph Hotel, Oxford 
adle, abet h Alexandra rd, Wood Green, Auctioneer. Oct id4atil. 28 and 29, 
St Swit 8 lane, E.C 


—y* tthew, Church st, Woolwich, Butcher. Oct 14 at 11. Official Re- 
outvers 109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Murphy, John ae hy Fratton, Hampshire, Builder. Oct 20at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 166, Queen st, Po: 
Isaac. Tupton, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Oct 15 at 11. Angel Hotel, 
Chesterfield 
Needham, Joseph George, Powerscroft rd, Lower Clapton, Architect. Oct 16 at 
12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Roberts, Robert Ellis, Tremadoc, Carnarvonshire, Grocer. Oct 15 at 11.30. Com- 
mercial Hotel, Portmadoc 
Steane, Edward, Coventry, "Trimming Manufacturer. Oct 17 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 46, Jordan Well,-Coventry 
Sturgess, Lougsight, nr Manchester, Compenttonse. Oct 16 at 3.30. Official 
Receiver, len’s — pres st, Manches 
Styles, John a os rigt hton, -Pianoforte ee. Oct 15 at2. Chamber of 
45. eapside 





ommerce, 1 
Tomlineom., Jane, ame Lancashire, Builder. Oct 15 at 3. Commercial Hotel, 
Church st, Accringto: 
Ullathorne, Jane, Beadtford, Plumber. Oct 16 at 11. Law Institute, Piccadilly, 


Views, Petite: Hastings, Builder. Oct 15 at 2. Official Receiver, Townhall 


Woodvine, all Chilvers Coton, Warwickshire, Hairdresser. Oet 14 at 11. 
Official Receiver, 46, Jordan Well, Cov entry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
notte Cromer, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler. Norwich. Pet Sept 15. Ord 


oseph, Tipton, Staffordshire, Painter. Dudle Pet Oct 1. Ord Oct 3 
Biting, ‘Ae St Neots, Huntingdonshire, Milliner. Bodford. Pet Sept 5. Ord 


Binko, Henry Bock, Bunhill row, Finsbury, Chemical Manufacturer. High 
oon; Pet Aug 30. Ord Sept 7 v ” 
_ Oe preterek, New Basford, Nottingham, Builder. Nottingham. Pet Sept 

. Robert, Corby, Lincolnshire, Auctioneer. Nottingham. Pet Sept 22. 


ove. Matthew, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Sept 30. 








vi ne renee or, Salop, Farmer. Leominster. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct? 
eaten Th im, omnes Jeanes Chanamta, Stafford, Farmer. Stafford. Pet Sept 25. Ord 
t 2 


Pownee. Edwin Kopetzky, Margate, Job Master. Wandsworth. Pet Aug 2. 
Gogein. ns Bllen Mary, Brighton, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Brighton. Pet Sept 10. 
Gant OF ecinson fewte, Cuecook. Isle of Wight, Bank Manager. Newport 
and Ryde. Pet wa. 
Haees, omnes, W cites iy +t Coal Merchant. High Court. Pet 
30. Ord 
Hart, " deepen, Bunderland, Licensed Victualler. Sunderland. Pet Sept 17. 
wy paw, Garnllyd, Glamorganshire, Butcher. Cardiff. Pet Sept 26. 
Hor thors dhwaite, Joseph Henry, Nelson, nr Burnley, Farmer. Burnley. Pet 
Sept 16. Ord Oct 4 
_* ®, Lewis T., Searle st, Lincoln’s inn. High Court. Pet July @. Ord 
Meitinnen, wae, eo tte has, By erg oa Merchants. 
esboro' 
‘i Archibald William, New Eondon ine Agent. High Court. Pet 


Myers, Ji ames ihelouy, Idie, nr Bradford, builder. Bradford. Pet Sept 5. Ord 
2 


Oct 
Neal, John Barnard, Grainthorpe, Lincolnshire, Farmer. Great Grimsby. Pet 
Sept 26. Ord Oct4 


oar, Sa ~ ta Bradford, Yorkshire, Temple Maker. Bradford. Pet Sept 10. 
Raeres, vs William James, Birmingham, Box Maker. Birmingham. Pet Sept 27. 


Rhelnbers, Nathan, and Solomon Rheinberg, Pyrland rd, Highbury, Merchants. 
High Court. Pet Aug 21. Ord Oct 4 

Schucht, John Henry, Bernard st, Russell sq, Pianoforte Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Aug 29. Ord Sept 30 

Smith, Charles, Bristol, Boot Dealer. Bristol. Pet Sept 17. Ord Oct 2 

Tebbutt, William, Ulceby, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Gt Grimsby. Pet Sept 27. 


3 
—_ James, Knighton, Radnorshire, Farmer. Leominster. Pet Sept 17. 
ct 2 
ee, eae Bishop Auckland, Durham, Architect. Durham. 
et A 
Tootell, p de Aootingten, Grocer. Blackburn. Pet Sept 29. Ord Oct 3 
Vogt, Henri, Merhumbeshind ter, Regent’s park, Commission Agent. High 
Court. Pet Aug8s. Ord O 
Wigley, John Betts, N ro + te sal Auctioneer. Nottingham. Pet Sept 23. Ord 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED 
Tidey, Wy ry Henry, Camden Town, Contractor. High Court. Adjud May 22. 
Ann 
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